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ABSTRACT

Evaluation of ESEA Title 1`,` 1976-77

Descriptio4 of Program

Austin's Title I Program was designed to provide low-achieving stUdents in
low-income schools with supplemental reading instruction, guidance and
counseling, and parental involvement services. The five components and
their approximate 76-77 expenditures are listed below.

Component Estimated 76-77 Expenditures

Basic Skills Instruction. .$825,000

Guidance and Counseling -220,000

Parental Involvement 120,000

Administration 57,000

NonPublic Schools 7,200

A

An additional $110,600 was expended in indirect costs, other administration
expenses, and equipment purchases.

The 20 Austin public schools with the highest concentration of students
from lowincome familei, two non-public schools, and one agency'for neglected
and delfnquent children were involved in program activities. In all, about
6,300 students were identified asbeingeducationally disadvantaged according
to the DistriCit's criteria. Throughout 'the year, approximately 5,500 students
were proliided.direct instructional services by Title I funded personnel.

Instruction was provided by learning coordinators, reading teachers, and
aides assigned to the campuses. Each school had its own uniqUe staffing
pattern and organization. Most schools operated reading labs and/or
learning centers where students were instructed in small groups on a ro-
tating basis.

Fifteen schools had Titlel counselors who worked with students Individually

10
or in groups for ventative, developmental,,behavioral, attendance, and
academic purposes .

2 .

Thirteen schools hadlTitle I community representatives who worked with the
parents of Title I studenti. Attendance was a major focus along with in-
-forming and involving the parents in school activities.

10



The Parent Advisory Committee met regularly to review the progress of the
Title I Program and to provide their advice in the planning and conducting
of program activities.

Evaluation Purposes

The major purpose of the Evaluation Component was to provide decision makers
with information useful in planning, implementing-, and revising the Title I
Program. Evaluation served as an information resource for feedback on the
progress of on-going activities, Assessment of the student needs in Title I
schools, identification of students to be served, and the level of attainment
of stated objectives. Although the evaluation activities were conducted
in an accountability framework, the information collected through evaluation
activities also provided a service function to the Title I staff and the
District.

Evaluation Activities

The Evaluation Component monitored the delivery of Title I instructional and
supportive services to identified students through observing Title I students,
reviewing school records, analyzing nine-week service reports, and interviewing
key personnel. Findings were reported formally and informally to Title I
personnel throughout, the year.

Student outcomes affected by Title I activities were measured through stan-
dardized tests of reading 'achievement and basic concepts, attendance re-
cords, and teachers' ratings of students' classroom behavior.

Parents' awareness of and participation in Title band other school activities
were assessed through mail-out questionnaires and records of. the Title I
Parent Advisory Committee.

fir

-The Title L evaluation staff included a senior evaluator, an.evaluator,
computer programmer, three evaluation assistants, and a secretary. All'

but two evaluation assistants were also funded from other compensatoryseducation
programs as part of an organizational plan to coordinate the evaluation of
these programs. The cost of Title I evaluation activities was about $62,00.

Evaluation Findings

The 76-77 Title I Program attempted to serve a large number of students, and,
as a result, did not concentrate enough attention on each student to have
a measurable effect on student outcomes.,

Kindergarteners served made gains in theacquisition of basic concepts above
the program objective.level set; however, the gains measured for students in
grades one through five were short of program objective revels. Even with a



ccimbinatiott-e$ instructional, counseling, and parental involvement services,
Title I students fell farther behind the averages for students in Austin
and the nation.

Evaluation findings are reported in relation to the decision questions
identified for the Title I Program by the District.

Needs identified for Title I students were in the areas of achievement in
both reading and math, and attendance. Although counseling and parental
involvement were designated as needs by the majority of teachers and prin-
cipals in Title I schools, instructional personnel, instruction} materials,
and clerical aides were ranked higher.

Coordination of Title I activities-with other programs and the Department of
Elementary Education was studied and found to be minimal. Planning, imple-
menting, And supervising of activities are -Conducted without much coordination;
however, the students, teachers, and campuses involved in various prograis
overlap to a large extent. For example, about half of the Title I students
are served by at least one other major compensatory program with communication
skills as a primary focus.

Roles and staffinill; g patterns were studied to measure their appropriateness for
delivering services to Title I students. The c rrent staffing patterns pro-
vide fewer than 90% of the identified Title udents with instructional
services. Cdunselors and community representat ves are not assigned to six
project campusts. They served about three four s of the Title Iatudents

,

on the campuses to. hich they we cassi ed. e oncentrationof effort
by Title I personnel on Title I s udents lessened by the large number
of students` identified for Title. I services.

On the average, a Title I student received about daven minutes a day of
direct instruction from Title I personnel. Title I students received the
same amount of overall instructional time as non-Title I students; however,
some differences were evident. Title I students worked with their own
classroom teacher more and with other instructors more than non-Title I
students. Title I students worked in slightly larger groups than their
non-Title I classmates, but much smaller groups than did students in non-
Title I schools.

The best grade level for delivery of Title I services as explored without,
much being found. Research has not provided an answer to this question.
In Austin, the Title I' kindergarteners are the only group not falling
farther behind national norms from fall to spring.

Adopting a coordinated curriculum within a school was favored by a majority'
of teachers; however, fewer than half approved of coordination among campuses.
Cuirently, a variety of reading approaches and materials are being used.
Title I learning coordinators and reading teachers do not feel that they
should begin to use the same curriculum as the classroom teachers.

3
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ABSTRACT cc--

Evaluation of ESEA Title r,"1976-77

Description. of Program

Austin's Title I Program was designed to provide low-achieving students in
low-income schools with supplemental reading instruction, guidance and
counseling, and parental involvement services. The five components and
their approximate 76-77 expenditures are listed below.

Component Estimated 76-77 Expenditures

Basic Skills Instruction. .$825,000

Guidance and Counseling -220,000

Parental Involvement 120,000

Administration 57,000

Non-Public Schools 7,200

A

An additional $110,600 was expended in indirect costs, other administration
expenses, and equipment purchases.

The 20 Austin public schools with the highest concentration of students
from lowincome familei, two non-public schools, and one agency for neglected
and delfhquent children were involved in program activities. In all, about
6,300 students were identified as beingeducationally disadvantaged according
to the District's criteria. Throughout 'the year, approximately 5,500 students
were provided direct instructional services by Title I funded personnel.

Instruction was provided by learning coordinators, reading teachers, and
aides assigned to the campuses. Each school had its own unique staffing
pattern and organization. Most schools operated reading labs and/or
learning centers where students were instructed in small groups on a ro-
tating basis.

Fifteen schools had Titlel counselors who worked with students Individually
forin groups for ventative, developmental,,behavioral, attendance, and

,/,
academic purposes .

2 .

Thirteen schools hadjitle I community representatives who worked with the
parents of Title I studenti. Attendance was a major focus along with in-
-forming and involving the parents in school activities.

10



The Parent Advisory Committee met regularly to review the progress of the
Title I Program and to provide their advice in the planning and conducting
of program activities.

Evaluation Purposes

The major purpose of the Evaluation Component was to provide decision makers
with information useful in planning, implementing-, and revising the Title I
Program. Evaluation served as an information resource for feedback on the
progress of on-going activities, Assessment of the student needs in Title I
schools, identification of students to be served, and the level of attainment
of stated objectives. Although the evaluation activities were conducted
in an accountability framework, the information collected through evaluations
activities also provided a service function to the Title I staff and the
District.

Evaluation Activities

The Evaluation Component monitored the delivery of Title I instructional and
supportive services to identified students through observing Title I students,
reviewing school records, analyzing nine-week service reports, and interviewing
key personnel. Findings were reported formally and informally to Title I
personnel throughout, the year.

Student outcomes affected by Title I activities were measured through stan-
dardized tests of reading 'achievement and basic concepts, attendance re-
cords, and teachers' ratings of students' classroom behavior.

Parents' awareness of and participation in Title I.and other school activities
were assessed through mail-out questionnaires and records of, the Title I
Parent Advisory Committee.

The Title revaluation staff included a senior evaluator, an.evaluator, a

computer programmer, three evaluation assistants, and a secretary. All
but two evaluation assistants were also funded from other compensatoryseducation
programs as part of an organizational plan to coordinate the evaluation of
these programs. The cost of Title I evaluation activities was about $62,00.

Evaluation Findings

The 76-77 Title I Program attempted to serve a large number of students, and,
as a result, did not concentrate enough attention on each student to have
a measurable effect on student outcomes.,

:Kindergarteners served made gains in theacquisition of basic concepts above
the program objective.level set; however, the gains measured for students in
grades one through five were short of program objective revels. Even with a



ccimbinatiott-o-f instructional, counseling, and parental involvement services,
Title I students fell farther behind the averages for students in Austin
and the nation.

Evaluation findings are reported in relation to the decision questions
identified for the Title I Program by the District.

Needs identified for Title I students were in the areas of achievement in
both reading and math, and attendance. Although counseling and parental
involvement were designated as needs by the majority of teachers and prin-
cipals in Title I schools, instructional personnel, instruction} materials,
and clerical aides were ranked higher.

Coordination of Title I activities-with other programs and the Department of
Elementary Education was studied and found to be minimal. Planning, imple-
menting, And supervising of activities are 'Conducted without much coordination;
however, the students, teachers, and campuses involved in various programs
overlap to a large extent. For example, about half of the Title I students
are served by at least one other major compensatory program with communication
skills as a primary focus.

Roles and staffinill; g patterns were studied to measure their appropriateness for
delivering services to Title I students. The c rrent staffing patterns pro-
vide fewer than 90% of the identified Title udents with instructional
services. COunselors and community representat ves are not assigned to six
project campusts. They served about three four s,

oncentration-Of effort
of the Title Istudents

on the campuses to. hich they we assi ed. ce
by Title I personnel on Title I s udents lessened by the large number
of students` identified for Title. I services.

On the average, a Title I student received about 5kven minutes a day of
direct instruction from Title I personnel. Title I students received the
same amount of overall instructional time as non-Title I students; however,
some differences were evident. Title I students worked with their own
classroom teacher more and with other instructors more than non-Title I
students. Title I students worked in slightly larger groups than their
non-Title I classmates, but much smaller groups than did students in non-
Title I schools.

The best grade level for delivery of Title I services as explored without
much being found. Research has not provided an answer to this question.
In Austin, the Title I' kindergarteners are the only group not falling
farther behind national norms from fall to spring.

Adopting a coordinated curriculum within a school was favored by a majority'
of teachers; however, fewer than half approved of coordination among campuses.
Currently, a variety of reading approaches and materials are being used.
Title I learning coordinators and reading teachers do not feel that they
should begin to use the same curriculum as the classroom teachers.

3
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.Thecurrefit4ethods for' identifyibg Title I schools and students -have been
eUccegsfutin lotatinglIe'schools with the lowest average achievement and
'the studentS.within'thoSe schools with -the lowest achievement levels. The, .

. current critega do apOw students'achieviat or abode. grade level to be
identified -

"tXommunibating Title I guigelines has been done verbally Ad informally in
the-Oast. A few more structured attempts have been made`'(i.e.,'meetings
with TgA officials, principals' workshops, etc.). Principals would like

have violations of guidelines pointed out-to them informally and then
formally if the VI-nation persists. e'

d

V .

Teacher expectation was found to be either unrelated to student achievement
or unmeasurable through qUestionnairpt. ,A review of the literature showed
that controversy exists as to whether a relationship/does exist between a
teacher's expectations for a-student's achievementand the student's actual
achievement levels.

Restricting°support services to students in the Instructional Component was
studiqtfor its effects. Nine of 19 principals felt there was no need to
serve students with counseling services if they were not also receiving
instructional Services. Almastopalf of the teachers reported knowing of
students who need the services of a Title I counselor and/or community
representative but not the services of Title I instructional personnel.
Most prinCipals felt that serving the additional students would take time
away fratf.the students in the Instructional Component.

Guidance and counseling services were provided to a larger percentage of
students than had been planned:, Students counseled did improve their at-
tendance rates but not as much as those not counseled. Students counseled.
did improve their in -class behavior more than did students not counseled.
No contribution of counseling to student-achievement was found.

Parental involvement services were provided for about 75% of the Title I
students. Attendance for-students whose parents were contacted by a

community representative did not improve as much as for students whose
parents wer not served. Community representatives were not successful
in facilitaing local Parent Advisory Committees (PAC) tomeet monthly. The
District PAC met regularly and held called meetings frequently for special
issues.

Parents' knowledge of Title I and other,School activities did increase from
fall to spring. KnAkledge of PAC activities remained low.

Instructional services were delivered to fewer students than were identified
as eligible. Often students were served by a Title I aide but not by a pro-
fessional resource person. Many.schools rotated students into and but of the
Title I instructional'program in order to serve the large number of students
identified. ,Classroom Observationi(confirmed the infrequency of student
contacts with Title I lasing coordinators and reading teachers.
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DECISION QUESTIONS ADDItESSED
4J

INTRODUCTION

Decision questions_for an evaluation are formulated by the decision makers
involved, with technical assistance frot the evaluation staff during the
design phase of the evaluation. Evaluation tlien serves the decision
making process by providping information relevant to those questions and
'assisting the appropriat administrators to arrive at recommendations con-
cerning the decision.' Ultimate responsibility for making the decisions
always rests with the dicision.makeu charged with.that responsibility.

The decision questions forthis year's Title I evaluation were selected
during an extensive developMent and review process. Title .I staff brain -
'stormed a list of 18 questions on August12, 1976. These questions wer
then ranked and reviewed by Title I principals, the director and coordi-
nators from the Department of EleMentary Education, the Cabinet, the Super-v,
intendent, and the District Evaluation Advisory Committee.

The result was a set of 12 decision questions covering a wide range of
topits associated with the Title I Program.

This chapter-contains a summary of the evaluation information contained in
the body of the repOrt. For more.detail; refer to the supportive data to
be found in Chapter. IV. Each decision question will reference.the specific-
evaluation questions in Chapter IV by number.

. .

The eSupeiintendent-will assign the appropriate District administrators the
responsibility of preparing a set of recommendations which will address
each decision question in this report. These recommendations will be for-
warded to the School Board in the fall of 1977.

41
A. SYSTEM- LEVEL QUESTIONS.

1. What, needs- Should the Title I Program address'in 7748?

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

The majority of students in Title I schools are achieving below the
national norms.for reading and math. The kindergarten and first
grade students achieve:At.or above. themational averages. Beginning
in the second grade, readingand-math achievementof students in
Title i.schools fall progreslively farther behind-that of,students

. in Austin and in the nation.-



Title I scho-ols have the lowest attendance rates of the elementary
schools in the District. In Title_I schools, of the studerits in
grades one through five were known to have &lased at least 12-.days
of school the previous yeti.

Guidance and couns
perceived by
considered 111C1

priority were
sonnel, and
'teachers on pai-

munity repreNntaeiVes lower than counselors but higher than a
coordinated pdiriculum and equipment.

;

//

ling, needs and parental involvement' nee4s,/ are,
peysonnel; however, many resources are-
cal. These other resources ranked as higher
tional materials, instructional resource per-
.

aides. Principals ranked staff training for
.counseling services. Principals- ranked cam-

Teachers also ranked counselors slightly higher, hin community repre-
sentatives. T ey ranked staff training for teachers lower than both,
counselors an community representatives.

Neither counselors nor community representatives served all of the
Title I students on their campuses. Most of the'counsaling was for
developmental reasons and was conducted in group sessions. Community
representatives concentrated most on attendance problems through
telephone calls and home visits. :

Although's majority of parents of students in Title I schools feel
they. are aware of school actiyitiea,/less than half know about the
Title-I Program,'and even fewer know about the Parent Advisory
Committee

The following groups idefltified these and other needs 'for Title I to
address. ,

L
,Parents: More books and instructional materials

Teachers:; Math services

Title I Instructors: Experiences outside the school

Principals: More personnel

Title I/Staff: Expansion of support services to include
non -Title I student's

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation questions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.

. Should new approaches be taken in coordinating Title I and AISD
programs such that Title I is supplementary to the regular programs?

6
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RELEVANT FINDINGS:

Although recent efforts have been made to coordinate awing Title I,,
Title VII; Local Bilingual Program, SCE, and Title I Migrant staffs,
regular and frequent coordination by these staffs and staff from the
Department of Elementary Education does not occur.. Some staffs have

JEW attended special planning meetings for other programs, but mainly-
they operate independently of each other.

IP

Title I and other projects overlap considerably in focus, activities,
and students served; however, some students. in Title I schools AO-not
participate in any programs beyond the basic instructional program.
Meshing of activities is minimal. Each project concerns itself with
its own activities, and locally funded personnel, spend relatively
little time working with special project activities.

Title I sUpervisors arg assigned to the Department,orDevelopmental,
Programs, but the' instructional superVisors are.housed with the
DeViartment of Elementary Education's instructional coordinators and
the Guidance and Counseling Supervisoris housed in the Department
of Student Development.. The Parental- InVolvement'Supervisor is
housed with'. the Title I-Migrant Parental Involvement Supervisoy at
Kealing.

No regular meetings are scheduled for the coordination of programs.
District -wide. A variety of departmental meetings provide a forum
for communication.if coordinators choose to attend.

Coordination between the Title I Program and the Title VII'Bilingual
Program has been minimal. Recenfly the two staffs have held semi-'
monthly meetings together.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFEREN

Evaluation questions 6 and 7.

PROGRAM -LEVEL DECISION QUESTIONS

3. Should there be role and staffing pattern changes in the Title I
PrograM?

RELEVANT:FINDINGS:

The current staffing patterns and roles for the Title I Program
have not'produced improved achievement for the students served.
except at kindergarten and first grade, -the achievement gains of
Title I ,Atudents in 76 -77 were low, even_with both instructional
and-support services being provided...,
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Attendance and classroom behavior may have 'been helped?by coun-
seling services, bu pare tal involvement servites failed to im-
pact attendance.

The current staffing patterns and roles provided counseling al.11
guidance ry,ces to 76% and parental involvement services to 61%
of the identified TitleI students through MTh 18, 1977.

a

The imouneof direct instructional time provided, to Title Istu-
dents by 'Title I personnel varied frilm none to several hours per
week.

7.

,ClassroOm observations showed that:

On the average, a Title I student received about seven minutes
a day of instrILtion from Title I personnel.

Title I students did not receive extra time in instruction.
They received almost exactly the same amount of time in read-
ing/language arts instruction as did,non-Title,I students
(in both Title I and non-Title I-Schitols).

.(fif

Title I students worked in slightly larger groups than did
non-Title I students in the same schools.

:Title I students spent less time working alone than.did non-
Title I students (imTitle I and non-Title I schools).

Title-I students received slightly more instructional atten-
tion from the classroom teacher than did non -Title I students
in the same schools -(an average of.six minutes more daily).
However, they received less attention from the Classroom teacher
than non-Title I students in non-Title .T schools xeceived (16
minutes less on. the average).°

.Title I students spent no more time going from class to class
(or reading lab) than did non-Title I students. "Hall time"
fer all groups averaged to around 15 minutes per day.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation questions 8-arid 9

. At which grade levels should Title-I services bedelivered?

RELEVANT. FINDINGS:

At every grade level.except kindergarten and first, students in
low- income schools in AISD score well below national averages in



reading and in math. The gap between achievement scores of low
' 'income students and high-income students increases with each grade

level from kindergarten through'twelfth grade.
.-

4 .

No satisfactory infornotion is aVailable,:hOWven,(4egafding the
I .4 4

grade levels at which supplementary instruction would be most be-
. neficial due to the fact, that researchers. have not investigated

Ls s issue experimentally as`yet.
.

,

. .
:

Except at kindergarten, wheresqitle I students and.non-Title I
' students make impressive gains on the Bbehm-Test of Basic C cepts,
. dypplementary instruction has not produced consistent achi cement,
gains at any grade level.

EVALUATI4LEINDINGS REFERENCED:.

!Valuation questions 11 and 12.

..Should the current multivar pproach to reading be continued
or' should a more uniform structu d approach be adopted? /)

RELEVANI,FINDINGS:

Since the Title I Instructional Component did not meet its stated
objectives for reading in 1976-77, a look at the approach to reading
instruction being used by Title I personnel-would seem to be in
"order.

There is no common approach to the teaching of reading being Used in
the -Title I reading labs. Descriptions of each school's Title I
program were developed through classroom observations, school
and discussions with school personnel. Evident. in this array of
information sources Wes a common theme - that most classroom teachers,
Title' I reading teachers,. and learning coordinators' are choosing
their own approach to reading instruction and not coordinating that
approach with other teachers or other schools.

4%

Response to a spring questionnaire sent to all teachers in Title I
schools indicated that most ,teachers felt that a coordinated approach
should be used .by all personnerin a school. Less than half, however,
felt that coordination among schools was., needed.

This multiplicity of reading approaches in Title I schools is proh-
;ably related to the fact that extensive research on reading instruc-
tiOn-ftom the mid-50's to the present has not led to the discovery
of a single "best" approach to the teaching of reading. Though
reading programs abound, they are not characterized byji Unity of
theoretical .approach, purpose, or instructional method. There are,

9
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it
however,
reading.

1.

certain characteristics common to successful.apOroaches to
Briefly summarized, these c racteristics-are:

The teacher. e tica y controls classroem activitiesqX.--1131
.which have clear spe fied instructional purpOseerc

2. The teacher minimizies
llehavior and keeps the
Jearning tasks most -of

fhe:opportunities for off-task
students engaged in appropriate
the time they are irithe classroom:

3. The teacher pirvides direct instruction with the following
features:

.-fk

-small-chunks of material-on'the student's
k,.

a.

b. .amPletimefor practice and feedback, and

level,.

c. frequent opportunities for the -student to respond
to teacher. questions.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REVERENCED:

Evaluation questions 13,14, 15, and 16.

6. Shouidthere be a change in the-methods for identifying Title I,
schools/students?

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

No useful information other than students! applications for free/
reducid lunches is available for econoTic identification,ofTitle I
schools, but this procedure seems adeqdate.

For'educational identification, the current District testing pro:-

gram provides objective information, and. ,teacher observatiops.are
available for subjective determinations. Thisprocess qualified
over 70% of the students enrolled-in.Title I schools in 1976 -77,
some of Whom were achieVing at or above grade level. However, a
spring questionnaire sent to all teachers in Title I schools pro-:
duced the followihg. information:

Twenty-six percent.of responding teachers w re aware of anY
where from one.to ten students who needed servicep but were
not identified for Title I.

Eleven percent were aware of 50 or more students who needed
services but were not identified fof Title I.
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.

A review of Californi Achie'Vement. Test school averages shows that
17 of 20 schOolS ident ed for participation in the Title I Pro-'';
)gram had the lowest averages of schools in the District..
/This indicates that schools containing the greatest concentration
of.aow-achieving. studentshave been sucaossfuily iddntified in most
cases ChroWn; MatheWs,) and Rosedale ihave achievemeft leve slabove
that of several non - Title I sChools..4---'

Within the'Title I schools, the curren allowancefor teachers:to
identify students based on the 'Ladder of ills4esulted in ove*
500 students' being identified even though t testAcores4ere
too high 'for Title':1 eligibility. Some of these tudents had-, T

ifores At or 4bOVe. grade level-and percentile rankings 'in the 90'-

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation ,qud_ations 17,. :18,:,,and 19.

7. What methOd of communicating %TicLions of Title I g#Ide440
) terms of roles; and 9tOgram actrvities toDistrict adminiStrat

4 grid staff would result in improvement of that situation?.

RELEVANT FINDING:

.No systematic method has been used 'to. date for cottUnic
lations of Title I guideline6 to parties)responsible. ChTinfor-
Mation harvbeen combuniCated almost excluspielyin'the p -through,
verbal. contacts with TiileI staff in meetings anCindi dual con-

t.-ferendes.Only two printipals indicated during interviews that
they had receivedfdrmai Cdmtunication.regarding guideline
tiOns., 1NhiS'lArgei)i infortal Method has not"been sucCessiui, since
viblations have continued to occur.

A possi e reason for Continued infractions is that the guidelines
may.not e adequately knoWn by staff. Principals also indicated
during interviews that guideline information 'hid usually beelvdom-
Tunicated, to them verbally, for the most 'partlthrough meetings
and individual,cdtferences. Three principals felt that'communi-
cations this previous year have been better than in he past,:h.rit
several others felt that there Was need for mucKbetter c

S
o uni-,r

"cation.Of guidelines-. A handbodk or some o er,written,rbfe neeh
tool was suggested by them.

Inspection of nine-week reports maintained byTi le instructional'
and supportive personnel on each campus indicated that numerods4,
violationssof Title I guidelines occurred throughout the year.:f Foi-
mal and informAl discussions withischpoi personnel-revealed thaemany.,
of the violations were a result of poor c nicationscwith.the

/
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.)schools regarding which students were eligible tobe served each
nine-week period, However, some community representatives and
CounselOrs were not aware of the iiiideline stating that a Title I
Student cannot receive,supportive'sdrvicas unlesShe is receiving
concurrent instructional services. ,!

40

Reactiond from school personnel when, violations were pointed out to
them have been varied. Some eVidende suggests that schools.will
move:to correct violations when they have been made aware of them.
More information is needed, however.

Titlesj principals and Title I.staff inditated during interviews
-ttat the method for communicating guideline violations that they
prefer is'to reportiViolationsfinformally to the patties involved.
Formal follow-up procedures should be adopted if action,is not

'taken promptly 'to correct the violatiOn.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation questions 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24.

8: Should theTitle I Program specifically address the question
expectation for disadvantaged students? ,

RELEVANT FINDINGS:
rS?

The majority of teachers (78%) and principals (68%) feel that, with
the instructional. program that exists in Austin's Title I schools,,!'
Title I students will probably make sotheigogress'toward closilig -

the gap between themselves and students frnon-Title I schools.,
owever, 22% of the teachers and 32; of the principals had higher.
or lower' expectations,

A review of the literature showed that controversy exists as,to
the effect bf. teachers' expectationson the achievement of their

,

students. .

A:atialysis of the relationihip between the expectations of teachers
of Title I students in Austin and their students' achieVement showed
nosignificant effect-from either high or low expectations by
teachers on their studentereading scores.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation questions 25, 26, and 27..

,. Should:support services be restricted to students in the Instructional
Component?.

12



7

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

Only 10 out of 19 Title I principals feel that there is a need for
Title I counselors to seryestudents not in the Instructional m-.
ponent.

Fifty-four percent of the teachers in Title I schools are aware of
no students in their schools who do not need Title I instructional
services but who need the services'of the Title I counselor and/or
community representative. Most of the other teachers.are aware of
10 or fewer such students. Some teachers, hOwever, reported being
aware of a substantial number.

Of 14 principals with a Title I counselor, eight feel that serving
'students not-in the Title I Instructional Component would,eake
time and'serrices from Title I students wbo need counseling.'

Not all students in the Instructional Component are currently being
served by the Title I counselors and community representatives. Be-
cause there were so few students who received support services but
no instructional services this year, it was impossihle.to investi-

gate.
the effect of support services alone on achievement.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation questions 28, 29, 30, and 31.

10. Should the activities of the Counseling and Guidance Component be
continued as they are, or should they be modified?

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

The proposed delivery level for counseling and guidance services to
75% of the identified Title I students On campuses with a Title I
counselor was exceeded. Over 85% of these students were served.
The focusing of 60% of the Title I counselor's time on individual
and group counseling appears to have been accomplished also.

Most of the students counseled were served for preventative and de-
velopmental purposes. Behavior and attendance problems were also
frequent targets for counsefIng.

In terms of: teachers' ratings of the in-class behavior of Title I.
students,- a larger percentage. of those students who were counseled
improved during the year than of those not counseled.

The Counseling-and Guidance component did_meet its objective of re-
-ducing the absences of 60% of the students served. However, of
students not counseled,-64% improved.



A look at the contri66.4on of counseling services to the achievement
of students did not reveal any measurable positive effect.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation questions 32, 33, 34, and 35.

11. Should the activities of the Parental Involvement Component be con-
tinued as they are,.or shoUld they be. modified?

.

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

Community representatives 'reported having-garked with the parents
of 73% of the identifiearaitle I.students in schools to which they.
were assigned. Most of the community representatives',time was
spent in following up on.attendance related problems.

Proposed record keeping during the,first half of the year did not
occur at a level sufficient to allow monitoring of the delivery
of parental involvement services. A new reporting procedure
resulted in adequate records for the rest of the year. Twelve

. of the 13 Community representatives completed all required re-
ports; however, one never completed.. ny.

Since student. attendance was a primary focus of the Parental In,:
volvement Component, the improvement of low-attenders with whom
the community representatives worked was studied. The objective
for attendance improvement by 60% of the low attendees was not
met. Although 56% of the students whose parents were served im-
proved, 64% ?f those not,served in any way improved.

A look at the ConiAbution of parental involvement activities to
student achievement dienot reveal any measurable positive effect.

Local Parent Advisory Committees (PI C) on each campus functioned
well below the level mandated by T#le I guidelines. Although
most local PAC's started late in the year, the 12 community repre-
sentatives (out of 13) who maintained records did report at least
some meetings. Attendanceet the District PAC meetings never
approached the.twOkrepresentatiVes per school level. Community
representatives' attendance at these meetings was generally in-
consistent.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED;.

Evaluation questions 36, 37, 384and

14



12. Should the activities of the Instructional Component be continued
as they are, or should they be modified?

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

The achievement of the majority of Title I students did not improve .

as a result of the current activities of 'the Instructional Component.
. Most of the students instructed gained less than the equivalent of

one year's achievement. Mast students fell farther behind the
national norms than they had been the previous year.

Kindergarteners were the exception. On the average, they moved from
on par with other low socioeconomi status students to being on par
with middle socioeconomic status udents. Since Ws has been the
trend in recent years for'all.ki dergarteners.in the Title I schools,
attributing this gain toTitle I instruction would be unsupported.

The instructional activities were implemented as planned with one
major exception. Not all identified Title I students received direct
instruction from Title I personnel. Of those who did, many were
served only part of the year. On the average, only a few minutes a
day of instruction was delivered to each Title I student by learning
coordinators, reading teachers, and aides., The large number of
students identified seemed to be 'too great for the number of instruc-
tional personnel hired.

Supervisory activities in the Instructional Component appeared to
have been carried out as planned.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED:

9 67aivation questions 40 and 41.

15



III

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A

A. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The RSEA Title I iirogram in the Austin Independent School°District is a
continuingiprogram supported by funds from the Department of Health
Education, and Welfare through the U.S. Office of Education under the
Elementary aneSecondary Education Act. The purpose of ESEA Title I
is to provide for the unique learning needs of educationally disadvan-
taged students in school attendance areas having high concentrations

P of children from low-income families. Title I programs are designed
to be fart of an overall compensatory education program involving the
use of resources from multiple programs and agencies. Title I is
definitely intended to provide supplemental assistance over and above
the regular school program.

Participation of schools in the Title I program is determined by both
economic and educational criteria. Schools which have, a higher con-
centration of low-income families than the District average are
eligible to receive Title I services. It is not necessary to serve
all eligible schools. In fact,-federal guidelines for Title I programs
are clear that Title I services are to be concentrated n those areas
with the greatest educational need, rather than spree among all
economically eligible schools.

An economic criteria is used to deterMine which campuses can be served
with the funds-that are available. Once the actual schools and grade
levels to be served have been selected, participation of individual
students in the Title I Program is determined on the basis of education-
al requirements established for each grade level.

The majority of the Title I monies in AISD have gone to direct instruc-
tion and services, with the Title I staffing varying at different
grade levels. In kindergarten the 1976-77 program employed instructional
aides to assist classroom teachers. In the elementary grades, learning
coordinators and reading teachers were assigned to each campus a ed
and had responsibilities for identification, diagnosis, prescrip ion,
treatment, and periodic evaluation of the Title I students.

Although many children with less severe reading difficulties were served
primarily through the regular classroom teacher, the major portion of
the program was conducted through intensive work in reading labs.

Nonin4tructional support staff were also funded under Title I.
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Title I Counselors conducted individual and group counseling sessions
with Title I students, consulted with parents and school staff, and
coordinated various activities associated with the ad, bstment, testing,
and orientation of students. Community representatives under the

- direction of. a Parent Involvement Specialist worked toward improving
the relationship between home and school for families of Title I stu-
dents. In addition,. the AISD Title I Program had a central administra-
tor who was responsible for coordinating the planning of the Title I
application for funds, budgeting the Title I Program, and disseminating
information regarding all areas of the Title I Program. The staffing
patterns within each school for 1976-77 are reported in Figure III-1.

The Title I Program'for AISD operated in 19 schools this,year. TI;ree.,

C of those schools were added to the progrAp in JAnu of 1976 (Dawson,
.Ridgetop, Rosedale), Wile Brown elementary was ad ed in August 1976.
The-number of students ) dentified for Title I sere ces,on each
cathpus is shown in- Figure 111-2.

Descriptions of the majorcoMponents of the AISD Title I Program are
presented below.

Guidance and Counseling Component

This component was designed to give Title I students the skills nec-
essary for adequate fdfictioning in the personal-soci41, educational,
and vocational domains. A counselor was assigned to ithe 14 largest
Title I schools,in order to provide counseling services to identified
Title I students who were receiving direct instructional services.
The counselors provided' services in three areas: counseling, consul-
tation, and coordination. A supervisor of Title I counselors was in
charge of the Title I Guidance and Counseling Program, with duties
including the providing of orientation sessions for new Title I
counselors, makirig periodic observations of the counselors at work,
maintaining a recordkeeping system for services being rendered to
Title I students, and providing staff development and inservice
activities.

Parental Involvement Component

The objectives of this component were to increase Title I parental
support, improve the attendance of chronically absent litle I
students,and to help parents in obtaining community social services.
The duties of Title I community representatives were to act as
liaison between home and school, to promote greater involvement of
the Title I parents in school activities, to make parents aware of
community services available to them, to keep records on chronically
absent students, to contact PAC representatives about the district-
wide Parent Advisory CounCil (PAC), and to report on the services
rendered. A Parent Involvement Speci4ist was responsible for
supervising the 14 community representatives,.providing inservice
for them, and monitoring their work. The other major 'responsibilities
of this sdpervisor were to assist principals in organizing local
PACs and et, coordinate Title. I parent programs with other Title I
programs and perdonnel.
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Figure III-1: 1976-77 TITLE I STAFFING PATTERNS.

School

%

WWI'
Coordinator

leading

Teacher

Instructional

Aide

Guidance

Counselors

Consunity

lepresentativen

Total

Instructional

Staff

Total

'Support

Staff

Other Staff

Allison 1 2 b6 1 1 9

1 Administrator
Seeker 2 3 r 1 1 6

2

Ilackshear 1 1 6 1 1 8
1 Supervisor of

Learning

Coordinators

and Aides

1 Supervisor of

'Guidance

Counselors

1 Supervisor of

Community

Representatives

3.25 Instructional

Adainistration

Clerks

Ammo..

Smoke 1 0 5

_.

1 1
6 2

Brown 0 1 1 0 0 2 0

Sajbell 1 2 5 1 1 8 2

Damn 1
, 1

1 0 0 3 0

JPOULle r
6 1 1 2

Maolopood 1 0, 2 1

a

0.5 3 1.50

Mathews 1 0 0
I

o 0 1 0

\
Net:\ 1 2

5
1 1 ._8 2

1Ioriaw 1 1 2 1 1 4

oak Ssrines 1 2 1 0.75 1 4 1.75

Octets 1 0 , 5 1 1 6 2

MIR 0 ! 4-' 0 0 1,5 0
_

bait. 0 1 0 0 2 9

mooed 0 1

__

1 0.25 0.5 _
2

1.75

DE* ,

,

1 ,

,

.

hi j 2 3 1 1 6 _2

Zavala 1 0
1 1 8.50 2

Ptil 16 24 61 14 14 )1 28,

*Dropped midyear /

* *Combined under one prin pal

2
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, Figure 111-2: NUMBER OF IDENTIFIED STUDENTS ON EACH CAMPUS

SCHOOL
NUMBER OF

STUDENTS IDENTIFIED
FOR TITLE I SERVICES

Allison

Becker

Blackshear

Brooke'

Brown

. Campbell

Dawson

Govalle

Maplewood

Mathews

Metz

.Norman

Oak Springs

Ortega

-Ridgetop

Rosedale

.Rosewood

Sdnchez

Sims

Zavala
k';

1

610.

529

336

344

106

364

315

655

284

74

385

242

281

322

111

114

148

329

368

313

Total 6,230
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Non- Public School Component

This component consisted of two parts: The Corrective Language Arts/
Math Program and the Junior Helping Hand Home for Children Program.

The objective of the Title I Corrective Language Arts/Math Program was
to improve the Title I students' comprehension, vocabulary, listening,
mathematics, and geometric' skills as measured by the SRA Assessment
Survey and teacher-made tests. St. Mary's and St. Austin's shared a
reading teacher on a 60% (St. Mary's)-40% (St. Austin's) basis. At St.
Mary's the reading teacher worked in the regular classrooms on a three
class periods per morning schedule to provide services to approximately
twenty-one Title I students. The reading lab was not used during the
morning. A Title I aide worked' in the reading lab during the after-
noon with those students served by tbe,reading teacher during the
morning sessions. 410

The reading teacher spent the remainder of her time (40%) at St. Austin's
where she provided service to approximately 18 students. Her role at
St. Austin's was more that of a tutor than a reading teacher. No Title I
instructional aide was on staff at St. Austin's.

The pbjectives of the Junior Helping Hand Home for Children were to
impiove the reading and comprehension skills of Title I children and
to improve the children's feelings of self-worth. (Title I students
are at this home because they are wards of the Welfare Department or
are placed at the home for other reasons). Junior Helping Hand Home
was provided with a part-time instructional aide who planned and
organized an individual study program fo each student. Approximately
16 students, ranging.in grade level ki ergarten to the tenth trade were
served in 1976-77.

Instructional Component

The major objective of the Instructional Component was to improve Title I
students' ,reading skills as measured by the vocabulary and comprehension
subtests cf the California Achievement Tedts. An additional objective,
at+thekindergarah level, was to improve Title I students' understanding
of basic concepts as measured by the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts.

The programs established inxeach school to meet these objeCtives were
described to Title I Evaluation as shown on the next page. These school
program descriptions show a great deal of variation in the amount and
type of service delivered to Title I students in AISD.

ti
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Individual School Programs 4

Allison: The language arts center at Allison was located in the third
wing of the school. This area. provided enough space to house a learn-
ing coordinator, two reading teachers, two instructional aides, and
one regUlar classroom teacher. The classroom teachers whose classes
were made up entirelyof Title I students accompanied the students to
the language arts center and assisted in. their instruction.

Students in grades one through five were served by the reading teachers
and instructional aides daily for both semesters in instructional
blocks running thirty to thirty-five minutes long.

The learning coordinator provided services to the first, fourth, and
fifth grades four days a week during both semesters. The fifth day
was used for planning and organization.

No-Main. curriculum was used by the learning coordinator or reading
teachers.

Aside from two aides stationed in the language arts center,14iere were
two aides assigned to first grade, one to kindergarten, and one to
second grade.

Becker: The Title I staff at Becker consisted of one learning color,
dinator, two reading teachers, and.four instructional aides. Title I
staff and matertalefwere housed in the reading lab which was located
in a large open room shared with the school library. The staff in
the reading lab_was supplemented by four volunteers from the Community
Participation"Program.

One aide was assigned to work with two lindergarten classrooms on a
permanent full-time basis. One aide worked all day with fifth graders,
and two aides were assigned to the reading lab on a full-time basis,
Where they worked with first through.fifth graders. Each of the
Community Participation volunteers worked in the reading lab one day
a week so that for four days during each week there were six adults
delivering instruction to Title I students in the reading lab.

Students in grades 1-4 were served inthe.lab every the week all
year until they reached grade level. The-exception to this was the
afternoon reading lab groups which were served only four days beCause
of reward parties held each Friday afternoon. The reading teachers and
aides saw each child every day, and the learning coordinator saw each
child, for 2.5 weeks of each nine-week period. First and second grade
Instructional perioas were 45 minutes long, while third and fourth.
.grade instructional periods were 50 minutes long. Some second, third,
and fifth graders were served for 30 minute periods during the
afternoons.
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The lab had four 'centers with individualized materials located in
each center, and the curriculum revolved around the AISD Ladder of
Skills.

Blackshear: The language arts center at Blackshear was located on
the first level of the school in the main wing. 'A learning coor-
dinator, reading teacher, and one instructional aide worked in this-

center using a clinical approach in conjunction with the Hoffman `'

reacting program. Grades one through five were served in the center
daily with instructional periods running 40 minutes.

There were_ ive other aides in addition to the aide stationed perma-
nently in he language arts center. One aide,worked with the kinder-
garteners or half of-each day, and the four other aides provided
services t third and fifth graders during the mornings. First and
fourth grade's e served by the aides four half-days per week, and
instructional materials were prepared on the fifth day.

In the afternoons, five of the instructional aides worked in a tutoring
lab which was set up with the assistance of Lucy Sahraie, an
instructional coordinator with AISD. The coordinator provided 25
hours of inservice training before the start of the program in November
of 1976. The aides served mostly second graders, offering one-to-one
instruction to students in 15 minute blocks.

Brooke: The Title I staff at Brooke consisted of one learning coor-
dinator and four and a half aides. The language arts center was
iocated in a new wing iiiihconsisted of one room with several different
Mkork areas. Except for hose materials being used by individual
teachers, Title I materials were kept in the center.

From August to December the iZETrEing coordinator worked in the classroom
with small grotips, and the aides worked in the classrooms all day. The
learning coordinator resigned in December, anda new learning coordin-
ator was hired in January.

Beginning in January, the aides were assigned tal-particular grade
level from 8:00-10:00 a.m.. From 10:00-2:30 they were assigned to
the center and wor)ced with first through fifth graders. The learning
coordinator worked in the classrooms from 8:00-10:00 a.m., and from
10:00-2:30 she was in the center.

Kindergarten and fifth graders were served for 45 minutes on three
days a week; first, second, third, and fourth graders were served
twice a week for 30 minute periods.

Brown: The Title I staff at Brown consisted of one reading teacher
and one full-time instructional aide. The reading lab was located in
the third wing near the bilingual resource room. The reading lab
hoUsed the reading teacher, the aide (part of the day), and the mater-
ials. The reading teacher used supplementary readers and the AISD
Ladder of Skills as the basis of her instructional curriculum.
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The instructional aide was assigned to first grade for 1 3/4 hours each
day and worked with the reading teacher also for 1 3/4 hours daily. On
every third day the aide alternated between spending 1 1/2 hours as a
clerical aide, working with first grade, or assisting the reading
teacher.

Instructionali,periods in the reading lab were 30 minutes long, and all
Title I students were served in the reading lab for one period a day.
During some of:the instructional periods both the reading teacher
and the aide worked with Title I students.

The reading program at Brown did not begin until October due to delayed
funding. The reading teacher and aide were not hired until after the
76-77 school year4began. The aide who was hired in the fall resigned
during the year but was replaced.

Campbell: The Title I language arts center at Capbell was operated
out of three different rooms on the second floor of the school. The
Title I instructional staff consisted of a learning coordinator, two
reading teachers, and five instructional aides. 0ne of the aides was
assigned to a kindergarten class fu time, and another aide was as-
signed on a full-time basis to o of the reading teachers. Grades
four and five were served by t two reading teachers.

The three otheraides were a signed to three kindergarten classrooms
where they worked one full day each week and until 12:30 p.m. each
day for the four other days in the week. The four afternoons that
they were away from their'regular sites were spent in working with ,

the learning coordinator in providing services to Title I students
in grades two, three, and four.

Those students served by.thareading teachers received instruction-for
45 minutes daily for both semesters. The learning coordinator.pro-.
vided instruction tólthe same students for 45 minute class
period. On alternating days of'the week.

The Hoffman reading program, was used as the main curriculum by the
reading teachers, while the learningcoordinator used an eclectic
approach. Both the. reading teachers and the learning coordinator used
a number of supplemental materials.

At the end of the 1975-76 school yeaF, Campbell lost its Title I
counselor and.one of its,teading teachers. Both were not replaced
until October of 1976. Some of the duties normally undertaken
by these staff membets were carried on by,the.learning coordinator
until replacements were hired.

:Dawson: Prior to 19767-77 the Title 1A.angnage arts center. at Dawson
had been set up.in a portable but was=located in a wing of the achool
during 1976 -77. There were three distinct:ukits within the lab, each
being occupied by the learning:coordinator,'reading teachery or aide.
Illcifthentlelmater"1"mrealsoAlOusod.'in this room.
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Grades 1-3 were served during the first nine weeks, 1-5 were served
during the second nine weeks, and K-5 were served the third and
fourth nine-week periods. That is, grades 1-3 were served each of
the nine-week periods, grades 4-5 were served for three of the four
periods, and kindergarten was served for two of the four nine-week
periods. Each of the daily instructional periods in the language
arts center ran for 30 minutes during both semesters.

The Title I students. received instructional services per week on the
following scheddle:

Kindergarten and first grades once per week;
Fourth and fifth grades twice per week;
Second and third grades daily.

Twenty pupils per period were taken into the language arts center
where they weredivided into four groups. Each group, with the ex -.
ception of four students working independently in the listening
.station, were provided instruction by an adult. At the end of 15
minutes the groups rotated so that no student spent the entire period
without adult instruction.

Govalle: The Title I language arts center located on the ground level
of Govalle School is a.large area housing the Title I learning coor-
dinator, two,reading teachers, and one instructional aide.

There were four and one-half aides in addition to the one assigned to
the language arts center. Each was assigned on a full-time basis to
grades K-3, with the exception of a floating half-day aide who worked
five half-days a week with any of the grade levels that were'currently
being served.

Third, fourth, and fifth grade students were broken up into two groups
during the first semester. Each of these groups were served for nine
weeks daily during a 45 minute instructional period by the learning
Coordinator or the reading teachers. At the end of each nine-week
perlod these groups switched, thus providing students with services on
a continuous basis by the learning coordinator or reading teachers
for eighteen weeks (or. one semester). Interns from St. Edwards Uni-
versity provided an additional resource to those students who were
receiving instruction from the reading teachers. The interns shared
the 45 minute periods with the reading teachers by working with small
groups of Title I students on alternate days.

The first 4nd second grades were provided services during the second
semester in the same fashion as the third, fourth,, and fifth grades
during the first semester. However, the interns were no longer
available to the school.

Kindergarten students, unlike students in the other grades, were provi-
ded services by the learning coordinator for 30 minutes daily in their
classrooms during the second semester.
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rThe Hoffman reading program was the main curriculum used in the language
arts center. Supplemental materials were used by both the learning
coordinator and reading-teSchers.

Maplewood: A language artsfenterst Maplewood housed the Title I
learning coordinator and the'two.instructional aides for the entire
year, The schedule in theenter was six 45 minute periods daily,
witiithe.extra time being used for individual help.- buring the first
semester kindergarten, second, third, nd fourth graders went to the
cenftbr for 45 minutes a day. The schedule in the center changed to
seve .45. minute periods for the second semester, and kindergarten,
firs., third-,7-fourth,. and fifth grades were served for 45 minutes
each day.

Thr structured programs constituted the main curricula. These were
- Systetatic Approach-to Reading Improvement, 2) basal readers

H'PreReading Skills, and 3) Word-vocabulary development.
the last part of the year more emphasis was placed on reading
ting.

Math s: .-The Title I language arts center at Mathews was located on
the g outfd floor of the school. This center housed the learning
coodinator. There were no instructional aides or reading teachers.

6 It.
TheleaOhing coordinator provided daily instructional services to the
second and third grade Title I students in 1 1/2 hour reading blocks.
Three separate groups of first graders were served daily for ao minutes.
Neifhgr kindergarten nor, fifth grades were served at Mathews during
1976-2

4',. The ruing coordinator used a modified basal program with other
supp ental resources.

.;

"' .NretZ: The Title I language arts center at. Metz was made up of two
o s adjacent to each other. On05,f the rooms housed a'learningl I

ordinator, reading teacher, and one instructional aide. The other
reading teacher and aide occupied the second room. Grades one through
five were served daily in this center for both semesters. Instruc-
fional periods were forty minutes long.

Both the learning coordinator and reading teachers used a modified
Guzak.approach as the base of the'language arts center's curriculum.

There were four other instructional aides, all. of whom were assigned
to kindergarten classrooms.

Norman: Title I reading instruction was delivered in two separate
rooms at Norman. -The Title I language arts center, located next to
the library, housed the bulk. of materials and the learning,coordinator.
The reading teacher was located in a separate room.
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The instructional staff at Norman,co isted of a learning coordinator,
one reading teacher, and two and a half instructional aides. The
half-time aide alternated between the classrooms and the reading lab.
One full-time aide was permanently assigned to kindergarten, while,
the other full-time aide was assigned to the first grade in the morn-
ing and alternated in the,afternoons between working with second
graders in their classrooms or working in the language arts center
or reading lab.

Kindergarten was served by a Title I aide assigned to kindergarten
classrooms for the entire school year. The learning coordinator
worked in the language arts center with small groups of kindergarteners
during the second semester. Title I instructional aides worked with
first graders in their classrooms in the mornings throughout the
year. Either the learning coordinator or reading teacher worked with
first grade students for 30 minutes daily during the second semester
in addition to the services being provided by the -aide in the
classroom.

/ Either the learning coordinator or the reading teacher worked with the
second graders for approximately 30 minutes a day throughout the year.
During the first sema ter services. were delivered through entire class-
rooms.going to the'l guage arts center where classroom teachers,
student teachers, and the learning coordinator or reading teacher
worked with .the second grade Title I students. In addition to the
learning coordinator/reading teacher services, a Title I aide worked
with the second graders in their classrooms during the Afternoons.
'Second semester services remained the same except that small groups
instead of.entire classes went to the language arts center.

.

.nt.

Third graders were served in the same way as second graders with the
exception of aide services in the classroom.

Either the learning coordinator or the reading teacher worked with
small groups of fourth graders for approximately 45 minutes a day for
most of the year in the language arts center. During the last nine
weeks the learning coordinator worked with an entire classroom of
fourth graders as a group.

The learning coordinator or reading teacher worked in the language arts
center with groups of fifth graders for 50 minutes a day throughout the
year.

A variety of materials were used by the learning coordinator and read-
ing teacher. Fountain Valley was used for diagnosing student needs.

During the first semester University of Texas observers and student
teachers accompanied the classrooms to which they were assigned when
those classes went to the reading lab or language arts center. There
they delivered instruction to students along with the learning
coordinator or reading teacher and worked with Title I students along
with the Title I staff and classroom teacher. During the second
semester only the Title I staff worked with Title I students in the
labs.
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The Title I reading teacher and one kpf the Title I aides resigned
during the year and wete,teplaced.

Oak Springs: The Title I language arts center at Oak Springs consisted
of three separate areas, two of which were located opposite to each
other on the same wing. A materials center was located in another wing
of the school. One of the labs housed a reading teacher permanently
and an instructional aide (for one semester); the other lab housed a
reading teacher only. The learning coordinator was housed in the
materials center.

Grades 1-3 were provided 45 minutes of instruction five days a week
during both semesters in either of.the reading labs. Both of the
reading teachers used the Hoffman reading program as well as SRA Labs,
Mini Systems Skills, and Bank Street Reading Program. Both of
these teachers shared the same aide on a rotating basis during the
first semester. The aide was reassigned to kindergarten for the
second semester. Kindergarteners were served during the second
semester only.

The learning coordinator provided services to grades 1-3 on alternating
days of the week during 45 minute instructional periods. She used a
variety of materials.

Ortega: The Title I staff at Ortega consisted of a learning coordinator
and five instructional aides. The learning coordinator spent five 30
minute periods in the morning teaching reading and three periods in
the afternoon in more general duties as learning coordinator. She was
responsible for coordinating and supervising other supplementary .

resource programs on campus.

The Title I aides were assigned either to a particular grade level or
to the materials center. Only one aide was assigned exclusively to
the center. Another aide was assigned to serve all the identified
Title I kindergarten students. She was to see all of the Title I
children every day in two of the kindergarten classrooms and the chil-
dren in a third kindergatten classroom twice a week. First, fourth,
and fifth grades were each assigned, a.full-t*e Title I aide.

It should be noted that the(ilde assigned to the materials center
left on maternity leave in March, and the learning coordinator left ,-,

in. April. Before leaving the learning coordinator reassigned the
fifth grade aide to the lab and completed lessoiplans for the

. remainder of the year. Thus at the end of the school year the Title
I staff at Ortega consisted of four aides who were assigned
respectively to ki dergarten, first grade, fourth gtade, and the
materials center.

Ridgetop: The Title I staff at Ridgetop consisted of a half-time
reading teacher who operated a reading lab, and a full time aide.
This staff was supplemented by both parent and University of Texas
volunteers.'
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As Title I students reached grade level, they were rotated out of
the program and others were brought in. The reading teacher and aide
used Dr. Ethna Reid's program as the main curriculum for Title

.

students. This curriculum was supplemented:by several other
materials.

Kindergarten students were not served by the Title I staff in 1976 -77.
First graders were not-served during the 'first semester, but were
served'during the second semester on a daily basis for 30 minute
periods by the reading teacher and/or the aide either in the lab in
the morning or the classrooms in the afternoon.

Grades 2-5 were served throughout the year for 40 minute periods during
the4irst semester and for 30 minute periods during the second semester.
The reading teacher and aide worked with some of the Title.I students

--in the morning, while the aide worked with the remaining students in
.the afternoon.

Rosedale: The Title Irstaft at Rosedale consisted of one reading
teacher, and an aide Who was assigned full-time to the reading 15E.
The reading lab was located in a large room which also housed the
resource teacher. The instructional aide resigned at midterm, but a
replacement was found.

Only grades K-3 were served by the Title I staff. For the first. three
nine week periods, students were seen by the reading teacher and aide
three days a week for 45 minute periods. As students reached grade'
level, they were rotated out of.the lab and replaced by alternate
students who were seen twice-a week.

,DIM, Sullivan, and Book Shop programs constituted the main materia
for Rosedale's reading lab. The Guzak Checklist and the Barbe
Checklist were used to evaluate student needs.

Rosewood: The Title I language arts center at Rosewood was located on
the second level of this school which houses fourth and fifth grade
students only. There was one reading teacher in the center;-the
instructional aide was assigned to the regular classrooms and alter-
nated between fourth and fifth grades.

The students were served daily during both semesters by the reading
teacher and, instructional aide. The instructional periods ran 40
minutes each.

'The reading teacher (who was new) used Guzak's diagnostic approach
tially. By second semester the center's curriculum consisted of a
ety'of materials.

28



Sd'nchez: The Title I language arts center at SdnChez was housed in
two different areas of the school. Two reading teachers and two
instructional aides worked in a large open area downstairs. The learn-.
ing coordinator worked upstairs in.an, enclosed area.

Grades one through five were served daily by the reading teachers using
an adaptation of Guzak's contract approach. The learning coordinator
served grades one through three daily. Grades four and five were
usually served three out of five days per week. Two days out of the
week were treated as optional library days if students had finished
work. The learning coordinator expressed a preference for using
basals and SRA kits along with other supplemental materials.

The instructional periods for reading teachers and learning coordinator
were approximately 40 minutes long.

One instructioanl aide was assigned full time to kindergarten.

Sims: The Title I staff at Sims consisted of one learning coordinator,
two reading teachers, and three instructional aides. This staff was
supplemented by observers from Huston-Tillotson College. On some
occasions teachers accompanied their classes to the reading lab and
assisted in instruction.

From August through January the aides were assigned as,follows.

One aide was assigned to kindergarten and first grade classrooms. The
second aide was assigned to work with third, fourth, and fifth grade
children in their classrooms. The third aide worked.in the. language
arts center with second through fifth graders..

From the last of January to the end of the 76-77 school year the aides
were assigned as follows.

One aide was assigned to kindergarten and first grade. Two aides
worked in the language arts center.

The rea ing lab,was located in a large two-room portable. Staff
schedule dn'the lab fluctuated during the year due to the midyear
hiring a reading teacher, the 30-day maternity leave takemby the
learnin coordinator, and the transfer,of one of the classroom aides
to the language arts center.

Kindergarten and first grade were served in the classroos by an
instructional aide; grades 2-5 went to the center where they were
served for 40 minute periods by one or more of the Title I staff
working in the lab.

Zavala: The Staff at Zavala consisted of one learning coordinator,
a half-time reading teacher; and four instructional aides. The
learning coordinator; reading teacher, and one of the aides were housed
in the reading lab. The language arts center was located on the second
floor and was called the Reading Arcade.



The aides were assigned either to the center or to classrooms. One
was assigned full-time to the center'and another was shared between
two second grade classrooms. The third was assigned to work with
kindergarten and first grades, while the fourth aide worked with
third and fourth graders.

Title I students in grades 1-5 were-served in the lab daily for 40
minute periods by either the learning coordinator; reading teacher,
or instructional aide. In addition to these-adults, fourth and
fifth grade 'student tutors were used.

On Mondays, ludidays, and Wednesdays, Sullivan's Programmed Reading
was used; on Thursdays and Fridays classroom instruction was supple-
mented by either working on specific skill needs or using basal texts.
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B. Context 'Description
40;

The context is defined by the Austin Independent School Ditilttices CIPO
Evaluation Model:as the total environment in which a program operates,
including..the factors over Wilich the program has no control. The context
is seen as'critical in evaluation-since all data., conclusions and re-
commendations must be understood in relation to all the non-project in-
flunces inpacting the-student simultaneously with prol4t activities.

School Characteristics

Six characteristics are. of interest in describing Title I schools and are
illustrated in Figure 111-3, Individual School Characteristics. They are:

.1. Membership is defined as the number\of students on the cur-
rent roll of the school,(including regular.and special
education students.but exckding kindergarten students) averaged
for the entire year. TitleI schools are characterized by declining
enrollments. Between school year 1972-73 and school year 1973-74,
membership in Title I schools droged from 10,384 to 8,614, or a
17% decreasei.......,Besween the 1973-74 and 1974-75'school year, member-
ship dropped 6%. Membership. decreased by 8% between.school years
1974-75 and .1975-76 and declined another 4% between the 1975-76
and 1976 -77 school years.

. Percent Attendance is defined Eils the.percentage of students on
the current roll who actually are present (including regular
and special education students but ecluding kindergarten Istu-
dents) averaged for the entire year. Title I schools are char-
acterized by average or low daily attendance. In 1972-73, the
average dailygattendance was 94%. In 1973-74, the average daily
attendance was 92%.. 'For both school years 1974-75 and 1975 -76
average daily attendance was 93%.. For the school year 1976-77
hi' average daily attendance was 96%.

3. Pupil /Teacher. Ratio is defined as the average number of 'regular
students per, teacher in the school. Extreme caution is necessary
in interpreting these figures because: (1) the number of students
actually instructed by a teacher may be different from the number
assigned to that teacher on the class roll, and (2) the overall

. school pupil/teacher ratio may not represent the actual pupil/
teacher ratio for individual classes. In 1973, the School Board
initiated a special program that began in 1973 to reduce the
pupil /teacher ratio in low income schools. As a result, the
.average-pupil/teacher ratio for Title I schools is 22.5 as corn-7
pAred to 24.6 forall elementary schools in'the District. The
latter ratio includes the schools with. reduced pupil/teacher
ratios. This means,that the difference between pupil teacher
ratios in Title I schools and.non-Title I schools is even greater.
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4.. Percentage Low Income Students is defined as the percentage of
students in the school's attendance area from low-income families.
Each year since 1972, the percent of low-income students in
Title I schools has risen. In 1972-73 the percentage of low-'
income students in.all of the Title I schools was 61%. For the
1973-74 year, the percentage of low-income students rose to 67%.
The following schdol year, 1974-75, the percentage of low-in-
come students was 74%; for 1975 -76 the percentage rose to 80%,
and in 1976-77 the percentage of low-income students in all of
the Title I schools was 79%.

5. Ethnic Distribution is defined as the percentage of enrolled stu-
dents on October 1 who are MeXican-American (MA), Black (B), and
Anglo (A). Title I schools are characterized by a high concen-
tration of minority group students.

An average, taken over the school years from 1972-73 through 1976-77,
shows that 86% of the students in Title I schools are minority'
group students.

6. Major Special Programs are defined as programs bringing additional
resources to a number of schools in the District and being im-
plemented in the schools. Since the 1972-73 school year, other
programs that have been implemented in the Title I schools include
Title VII, ESAA, State Bilingual Project, Title I Migrant
Reduction of Pupil Teacher Ratio, State Compensatory Education,
Communication Skills, Individually Guided Education, Right2Read,
and ESAA Project Assist. The overlap of these programs has
often been considerable in terms of target populations, areas
of instruction, and staff development. As a result, management
and planning of instruction on Title I campuses has been a very
complex task.

7. Language Dominance is defined as the relative language proficiency
iP n English and Spanish.

Result6 of a language dominance test (the P.A.L. Oral Language
'Dominance Measure which was administered in the fall of 1976) show
Title I pupils to-be mdstly English speaking. As shown in Figure III-4
fifty-seven percent of the pupils are English monolingual, meaning
they were not tested and presumed to be English monolingual-.
Twenty7six percent of them are categorized as English dominant,
meaning they scored significantly better in English than in Spadish.
Eleven percent of the students' scores in English are within a
predetermined range'of their Spanish scores and, hence, this eleven
percent are termed bilingual. The remaining five percent scored
higher, in Spanish than in English and, consequently, are considered
Spanish dominant.
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DotsLanguage nce of Bindergarten Students in Title / Project Schools
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Training and Teaching Experience of Teachers in Title I Schools

Most teachers in Title I schools have formal educational training
beyond the basic bachelor's degree ind have previous teaching experience
in Title I schools.

.

Figure 111-5 shows that fifty-eight-percent of teachers in Title I schools
have formal training beyond a bachelor's degree. Seventeen percent have
completed master's degrees, and 8% have completed hours beyond a master's
degree.

Figure 111-5: ACADEMIC BACKGROUND OF TEACHERS.
IN TITLE I SCHOOLS.
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Thirty-three percent of teathers in Title I schools have hid eight or more
years of teaching experience-in low-income schools. This is shown in
Figure 111-6. Eight percent are in their first year of teaching (Figure 111-7),
and 202 ardOn their first. year of teaching in a Title I schools (Figure 111-4).

Figure 111-6: TEACHING EXPERIENCE IN LOW INCOME
SCHOOLS OF TEACHERS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS.
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Figure 111-7: 'TEACHING EXPERIENCE OF
TEACHERS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS.

1-2 3-4 3-6 7-11'
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Ersatar
than 3

Teachets in first, second, and third grades have had the most experience
in teaching generally and also in teaching in Title I schools. Fifth grade
teachers have had the least experience in both Categories.

California Achievement Test (Spring, 1976)

In both reading and math, percentile jankings of students in Title I.schools
decline each'year from grade l to grade 5. The percentages of student's
scoring at or below the 50th percentile are presented in Figure 111-8.

Figure 111-8: PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS SCORING'
AT OR BELOW THE 50th PERCENTILE ON THE CAT, SUMMER,
1976. .

Reading Math
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Achievement in Title I Schools

Generally, students in Title I schools score below both national and local
averages on achievement tests in basic concepts, reading, and math.

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts (Fall; 1976)

Forty-five percent of the kindergarten students scored at or below the
national average for low socioeconomic status (SES) students.

Seventy-five percent of the kindergarten students scored at or below the
the national average for middle SES students.

Eighty -sif the kindergarten students scored at or below the national
average fo high SES students. ai

Metropolitan Readiness Test (Fall, 1976)

Fifty-seven percent of the first grade students scored at or below the
25th percentile (national norms.)

,11,
SeVenty-eight percent of the first grade students scored at or below the
50th pereential (national norms.)

Ninety-one percent of the first grade students scored at'or below the
75th percentile (national norms).

Overlap of Title I With Other Programs

4

Many Title I students are served by more than one compensatory education
program. The effectsof this multiple source instruction have not yet
been determined.

A study conducted in October 1976 (See Figure 111-9) showed that 5,904
students were identified to be served by Title I. Of the Title I Students,
51% or 2,985 are served by the Title I Program and no other major compen-
satory education program. Forty-two percent (2,466) of the Title I
students are served by Title I and one or all of,the following programs:
Title VII, SCE, Special Education, or Teacher Corps. Approximately 8%
(445) of the Title I students are served by Title I and two of the above
programs. One tenth of a'percent (8) ofthe Title I students are served
by Title I and three other programs.'

Forty-three percent (2,555) of the Title I students are served by a bilingual
program (Title VII or SCE Bilingual). Twenty-six peicent (1,553) of the
Title I students are served by Title VII. Seventeen percent (1,002) of
Title I students are served by SCE Bilingual. Seventy-six percent (2,555)1:-
of the students in bilingual classrooms (Title VII or SCE Bilingual) are
served by Title I. Seventy-two percent (1,553) of the Title VII students
are served by Title I. Eighty-two percent (1,002) of the SCE Bilingual
students are served by Title I.
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Five percent (324) of the Title I students are served by Special Education.
Forty-six percent, or 324, of the Special Education students in Title I
schools are served by Title I.

Four percent, or 219, if the Title I students are migrant students. Seventy-
five percent of the migrant students in Title I schools are served by Title I.

re

Figure 1117.9: DEGREE OF OVERLAP, OF THE TITLE I AND BILINGUAL PROGRAMS.

Number of children in the Title I schools, the Title I
program, the Title VII Bilingual Program, and the SCE
Bilingual program, and the areas of. overlap between piogras.
Source: Needs Assessment for 'the Ilreparatiofi'of. 1977-78
Applications for Compensatory Edugation Programs (ORE
POlicationNumber76.711)... ) °.
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C. "valuation Description

'alliation of the Title I Program in Austin serves two main purposes.

1. To provide information to the local decision-makers responsible
for the implementation of the project's activities.

2. To provide information required by the Texas Education Agency
on the progress of students being served.

. For each of these purpobes, a major report was prepared toward the end
of the project year.

The evaluation staff hired to accomplish these tasks consisted of a
senior evaluator (58% of his time allocated for Title I), an evaluator
(25%), two evaluation assistants for process evaluation (100%), an
evaluation assistant for data processing '(78%), a data analyst (78%),
and a secretary (78%). The other percentages of this staff's time were
funded by the State Compensatory Education Program and the Title I
Migrant Program. In addition, part of the senior evaluator's time was
funded by the\'fitle VII Bilingual Project. This division of labor I

allows for the necessary coordination of activities and ideas within
the evaluations of the compensatory eduCation programs in the District.

On-going evaluation through classroom observations, interviews, question-
naired, monitoring of records, etc. documented the level of implementation
of 'p oject.activities. Outcome evaluation through standardized and locally
devel ped instruments measured the student outcomes produced by these
activ ties.

Since the Evaluation Design formed the basis-for all evaluation activities
and reports at the local level, a b1ef review of the development of the
design will help provide a more global view of the role and functions of
the evaluation component.:

Decision questions were identified at both a system-wide and ptoject level.
These were then associated with evaluation questions, the answers to which
contribute to the answering of the decision questions. Information sources
were specified for answering each evaluation question. Lastly, the scheduling,
collection, anslysig, and reporting of this information was outlined in
terms of the school personnel affected, the time required of evaluation
staff, and the dates for completion of information gathering and reporting
activities.

Many major tasks were performed by the evaluation staff for the Title I
ProFam. Most of these arose out of the need for information by the
District and the availability of that information through Office of Re-
search and Evaluation resources.
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These tasks included ....

1. Publicatiori of Achievement Test Profiles (publication number 76-07),
indilidual school-level graphs of student achievement gains for
the 75-76 Title I Program.

2. Printing computer listings by classroom of students' scores on
the Boehm, MRT, and CAT for use in identifying students eligible
for Title I services.

3. Printing a complete listing of students identified for Title I
services and the basis on which-each was identified.

4. Designing and printing revised nine-week reporting forms listing
each student by classroom for instructional personnel, counselors,
and community representatives to use in documenting the delivery
of services to Title I students.

5. Preparing for Title I personnel and principals summaries of each
nine-week report for instructional personnel, counselors, and
community representatives.

64:, Publishing the Needs Assessment for the Preparation of Applications
'.for 1977-78 Compensatory Education Programs (publicatiOn number
76-21.)

7. Issuing formative memos on topics relevant to program planning
and/or implementation (e.g. "Which Title I Students Show the
Greatest Gains," January 4, 1977, and "Concentration of Services
for Title I Students - Implications for 77-78 Program Planning,"
March 21, 1977).

8. Preparing the Annual Evaluation Report on Programs Funded through
ESEA Title I for TEA.

9. Conducting the. District-wide survey of students from low-income
families.

10. Conducting the survey of educationally disadvantaged, students
within Title I schools.

11. Preparation of the needs assessment narratives for the Title I
Program components for 77-78.

The information required for the preceeding 11 tasks and for the answering
of the 41 evaluation questions.in the evaluation design was collected
using the sources outlined in Figure III-10.
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Figure III-10: INFORMATION SOURCES.
Source Population Involved

California Achievement
Test

Boehm That of Basic
Concepts

Metropolitan Readiness
Test

Parent Questionnaire

Behavior Rating Checklist

Attendance' Records

Reading Teacher/Learning
Coordinator Survey

Teacher Questionnaire

Aide Questionnaire

Principal Interview

Title I Administrative/
Supervisory Staff In-
terviews

Pupil Activity Record

Coordinators Survey

Monitoring of Counselor
and Community Rapresenta-

. tive Logs

Nine Week Reports

Students, 1-5

Students, K

Students, 1

Stple of Parents
in Title I Schools

Sample of Students,
K-5

Low7Attenders, 1-5

Title I Reading Tea-
chers ind Learning
Coordinators

Teachers in Title I
Schools

Title I Aides

Title I Principals

Title I Staff

Sample of Students,

wane

April, 1976
Ocd10er, 1976
(makeup)

April, 1977

September, 1976
February, 1977

September, 1976

November, 1976
March, 1977

October, 1976
April, 1977

September, 1976
May, 1977

November, 1976

February, 1977

February, 1977

March, April, 1977

May, 1977

October, 1976
K-5 through April, 1977

AISD Instructional Co-
ordinators, Title I
Reading Supervisors

Title I Counselors
Title I Community
Representatives

Title I Instructional
Staff

Title I Counselors
Title I Community Re-
presentatives
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March, 1977

December, 1976
January, 1977

Throughout the Year
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IV

EVALUATION FINDINGS

1. What are the achievement levels of students in Title I schools in
Reading and Math?

ANSWER: The majority of Title I students are achieving below the
national norms for reading and math at all grade levels
except first and fall progressively farther behind through
the fifth grade.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts

The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts, administered to all kindergarten
students in the District early each spring, shows that the
students in Title I schools score about the same as other
students of low socioeconomic status (SES), but below students
of middle and high. SES. Figure IV -1 shows the percentage of
students in Austin's Title I schools who are at or below the
national average for the SES groups.

Figure TV-1: PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS SCORING
AT OR BELOW THE AVERAGE FOR LOW, MIDDLE, AND HIGH
SES STUDENTS.

,.Percentage at or Percentage at or Percentage at or
Grade Below-Low SES Norm Below. Middle SES Norm Below High SES Norm

45% 75% 86%

California Achievement Test

The California Achievement Test is administered each April to all District
students in grades 1 throu09. The scores in reading of students in
Title I schools are summarized in Figure TV-2. The first quartile is
the point at or below which 252 of the students in the'national norming
sample scored. The median is the point at or below which 50% of the
students scored. The third quartile isthe point at or below which
752 of the students scored.

At first grade, only 43% of the students in Title I schools score at or
below the national median score in reading. However, from second
through fifth grade, the students in Title ,I schools fall below and
continue to fall progressively farther behind the national norms.
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Figure IV-2: ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I
SCHOOLS IN READING.

Percentage of students scoring at or below the...

Grade
First
artile Median

Third
artile

1 18% 43% 68%
2 39% 64% 87%
3 42% 70% 88%
4 55% 83% 95%
5 58% 85% 95%

Based on April 1976 CAT Reading Total for students enrolled in Title I
schools in 76-77.

Figure IV-3 shows the percentage of students in Title I schools scoring
at or below each of. the three reference points in math. The pattern is

. the same as for reading.

Figure IV-3: ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I
SCHOOLS IN MATH.

Percentage of students scoring at or below the ....

GradeGrade
First.

Quartile. Median
Third

Quartile

18% 41% 73%

2 33% 66% 87%

3 42% 71% 89%
4tt

4 54% 78% 91%

5 54% 80% 92%

Based on April 1976 CAT Math Total for students enrolled
in Title I schools in 76-77.
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2. What are the attendance levels of students in Title I schools?

ANSWER: Title I schools have the lowest attendance rates of the
elementary schools in Austin. In Title I schools, 37%
of the students missed 12 or more days of school in
75-76.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Attendance Registers

In the fallof.1976,:;:the Title I evaluation staff reviewed the
attendance registers for .75-76 to identify low-attenders.
Figure IV -4 illustrates the proportion of low-attenders, students
missing 12 or more days in 75-76, to other students in each of the
Title I schools. Overall, 37% of the first through fifth grade
stUdents. in the Title I schools in 76-77 were low-attenders the
previous year.

The Office of Pupil
Accounting's summaries
of attendance rates
for each of Austin's
schools shows-that
consistently the
Title I schools are
the lowest of the
elementary schools
in the District.1

Figure IV LOW-ATTENDERS IN TITLE I
SCHOOLS.
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3. What needs are there for guidance and counseling services?

ANSWER: School personnel perceive a need for guidance and
counseling services, but less of a need than for many
other resources. Counselorrecords show that 80%
of the identified Title I students were counseled this
year; however, more than half of these were for preventative
purposes. Behavioral and academic counseling was conducted
for about one out of every seven Title I students each nine-
week period.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Counselors' Rec rds

nine-week period during the 76-77 school year, the Title I
elors recorded the students they served and'the way in which

each was served. Summaries of these reports show that about 80%
of those students identified for Title I instructional services
received Title I counseling services.

Most of the counseling conducted'was for developmental or preven-
tative purposes rather than as a direct response to a referral by ,a
teacher. During the third nine- week period,-the counselors' reports
listed the reason for counseling for each child served. These records
showed that 72% were served for developmental reasons, 16% for
behavioral reasons, 13% for academic reasons, and 3% for attendance
reasons. These are duplicated figures since the same student may
have been Counseled for more than one reason.

Behavior Ratings of Title I Students

Teachers rated a sample of their students, both Title I and non-Title
I, in the fall and again it the spring on the locally-developed
Behavior Rating Checklist. However, in deference to the wishes of the
Parent Advisory Committee, no norms were developed and no comparisons
set up from which statements could be made about the relative behavior
characteristics of'Title I and non-Title I students. The ratings
are useful only for measuring the success of the counseling activities
in improving student classroom behavior.

Principal Interviews

Title I principals were intervieweditn the spring. of 1977 and were
asked several -questions about the n d for guidance and counseling
services. When asked what resources are essential for a successful
Title I Program, 15 out of-19 considered a counselor to be essential.
This. was the same number considering instructional personnel as essential.
Only instructional materials and clerical aides were considered
essential by more principals. Figure IV-5 illustrates these results.



Figure TV-5: RESOURCE NEEDS CONSIDERED ESSENTIAL BY
TITLE I PRINCIPALS.

RESPOASES

Instructional Mate-
rials.

Equipment

Instructional Resource
Porinnnel (i.e., learn-
ing coordinator, reading
teacher)

Instructional Aides

Cleiical Aides

Staff Training for
Classroom Teachers

A Coordinated Curri-
culum

Counselor

Community Represen-
tative

Other

Which of the following do
you feel are essential for
your school to implement a
Title I Program effectively?

53%

47%

63%
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79%

797.

79%

84%

84%

I . I-I I I
0 io 20 30.m 40 SO 60 70 80 90 100

PUCEATAGE

Resources listed by principals under. Other were: physical
space (more room); conversion of professional initructional
personnel to classroom teachers (2 principals); a visiting
teacher instead of a community representative; human

resources; administrative assistance; parent involvement/
parent training.
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Teacher Questionnaire

On spring questionnaires, 65% of the teachers in Title I schools
indicated that they felt counselors were one of the resource needs
ogcampuses implementing a compensatory program. Instructional
mmterials, instructional resource personnel, aides, equipment,
and a coordinated curriculum were all considered more essential
than counselor's were by a larger percentage of the teachers.
Figure IV-6 illustrates these results.

Figure IV-6: RESOURCES CONSIDERED ESSENTIAL BY TEACHERS IN'
TITLE I SCHOOLS IN ORDER FOR SCHOOLS TO IMPLEMENT
TITLE I PROGRAMS EFFECTIVELY.
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4. What needs are there for parental involvement services?

`ANSWER: Althrough a large majority of parents from Title I schools
feel they are aware of school activities, less than half
,know about the Title I Program, and even fewer know about
the Parent Advisory Committee. Title I community represen-
tatives served about 60% of the Title I students in schools
with a community representative. School personnel perceive
a. need for parental involvement services, but a lesser need
than for many other,resources.

;.,

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Community Representatives' Records

Each nine-week period the Title I community re esentatives prepared a
report indicating their activities and the way in which the parent of
students were contacted or served. These reports indicate that about
60% of the Title I students in schooldto which a community representative
was assigned have been served through contact between community repre-
sentative and their parents.

Telephone calls and home visits for attendance problems were the most
frequently reported activity.

.Principal Interviews

In spring interviews, principals of Title I schools were asked what'
resources they considered essential for a successful Title I Program.
Thirteen of the 19 principals considered community representatives
as essential. Resources considered essential by a larger number of
principals were instructional materials, instructional resource
personnel, instructional aides, clerical aides, and ounselors. taff
training for classroom teachers was considered by ttik same number =of
principals as essential. A coordinated curriculum and equipment were
cited by fewer principals. Figure IV-5 illustrates these results.

Teacher Questionnaire

On a spring qiiestionnaire, 63%. e teachers in Title I schools
indicated that co unity repieee tive# are esential for a successful
compensatory education program Instructiondl materials, instructional
resource peieonnel, aides, a coordinated curriculum, and counselore.
were considered by more teachers to be essential. .Staff training for
teischers was considered less essential. Figure IV-6 illustrates:these
results.
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Parent Questionnaire

A random sample of 600 parents of students in Title I schools was sent
a questionnaire in the fall of 1976. Another sample of 600 parents
was mailed the same questionnaire in the spring of 1977. Figure IV-7
shows the results, of three items related to the need for parental
involvement in the Title I schools. Although these are responses from
all parents in Title I schools, over 70% of the students in these
schools are in the Title I Program; therefore, the responses should be
reflective mostly of. Title'I parents.

The majority of parents do not know much about the Title I Program.
Even fewer know about the Parent Advisory Committee (PAC). However,
a large majority do feel they are aware of what happens in their child's
school.

Figure IV-7: PARENT AWARENESS OF SCHOOL AND TITLE I
ACTIVITIES (PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS).
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5. What other needs are perceived for Title I students?

ANSWER: In interviews the following groups identified these and many
other needs.

0

Parents - Mole books and instructional materials

Transportation for children in bad weather
Teachefi - Math Services
TitleI Instructors - Experiences outside the school
Principals - More personnel
Title I Staff - Expansion of support services to include

non-Title I students

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Parent Questionnaire

A random sample of parents of students in Title I schools was mailed
a questionnaire in the fall of 1976 and another sample of parents
received the questionnaire in the spring of 1977. Two items were of
a needs assessment nature.

The first item asked parents what the school could do to help their
child ]learn more. Figure IV-8 displays their responses. More,materials
was the only response chosen by a majority of the parents. Other
frequent choices were more aides, tutoring after school, and medical
or dental help.

Figure IV-8: WHAT COULD THE SCHOOL DO TO HELP YOUR
CHILD LEARN MORE? (MORE THAN ONE
ANSWER MAY BE CHECKED.)

mama
Provide medical or
dental help.

Provide clothing and
shoe..

Hire movie aides.

Hire more teachers.

Tutor the child after
school.

Get more books and
learning materials.

Other.
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The responses received to the second item are shownin Figure IV-9.
A majoritrof parents felt that contacting parents when a child
absent would help their child's attendance. Other attendance helps
frequently chosen included doing nothing, providing transportation in
bad weather, and providing dental/medical help.

Figure IV -9: IN YOUR OPINION, WHAT COULD THE SCHOOL
DO TO HELP YOUR CHILD HAVE BETTER
ATTENDANCE? (MORE THAN ONE ANSWER MAY
BE CHECKED.)

AREMEL
Provide medical help.

Provide dental help.

Provide clothing and
shoes.

Contact parent when
child is absent.

Nothing. Attendance
is the parent's respon-
sibility.

Tutor the child after
school so he/she won't
be so far behind.

Provide transportation
in bad weather.

Other.
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More than half of classroom teachers in Title I schools felt that therev,
are other student needs which are not currently addressed by Title I,'
according to their questionnaire responses.

The other needs most commonly expressed by responding teachers who
offered specifics were (in descending order): math services, more
counselor services, less stringent regulations for indentification of
and services to students, and bilingual services. Other student needs
expressed were: lowered pupil-teacher ration, instructional help in
the content areas, better coordination between classroom and reading
lab instruction, more supportive services, activities to develop student
self-concept and social skills-, better kindergarten services, and more
instructional personnel. All othe.student needs listed by teachers were
isolated examples.

Learning Coordinator/Reading Teacher Questionnaire

In November, 1976, -the Title I learning coordinators and reading teachers
.

completed a questionnaire on which they too were asked if they were
aware of any student needs not currently addressed by Title I. Over
half did indicate additional needs. The most frequent of which were
experiences outside of the school, a communication skills program,
services of a resource person in Spanish reading, a school /home partner-
ship in teaching reading, personality developMent activities,.and math
skills development activities.

Principal Interviews

When. Title I principals were interviewed in the spring of 1977, they were
asked what needs they were aware of that affect the achievement of
Title I students but were not being met by the Title I Program as it
was currently structured. Most of the principals responded in terms of
school needs for dealing with student problems, rather than in terms of.
direct. student needs. FiVe principals' ndicated that more personnel
were needed, but they did not specify exactly what kind of personnel
were weeded. Other responses were (one principal each):

1) visiting teacher
2) aides
3) aide training
4) preschool program
5) Psychotechnic ingervice
6) increased number of students that can be served

. 7) parental involvement'
.
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Title I Staff Interviews

In May, 1977, the Title I administrative and supervisory staff members
were interviewed. They were also asked what other needs they perceived
that affect the achievement of Title I students. All five of the persons
interviewed perceived needs dirpctly related to their area of work. In
a few cases those responses coihcided. Their responses showed that:

#

The Title I Administrator felt that schools had not served all
identified students the past school year. .

The Administrator and supervisors in the Instructional, Guidance
and Counseling and Parental Involvement Components felt there was
a need for expansion of the support services to include Title I
and non-Title I students.

Staff shortages presentedPa problem for the Guidance and Counseling
and Parental Involvement Compone in particular during 1976-77.
FOur of the five persons interview d discussed the problem of staff
shortages.

Supervisors of the Instructional Component felt the present structure
of the Title I program lacks a comprehensive format. They also
felt there was no effective ,way for dealing with the high mobility
rate of students in Title I schools.

The Title I Parent Involvement Specialist suggested the possible
need for a cultural program for Title I students similar to that of
Title VII. She also suggested that dissemination of information
to those communities not in the Title I or Title VII areas might
be expedited if AISD would create positions similar to those of the
community representatives in other elementary schools in-the Districts:
Community activities could be coordinated across the District
through such a plan.
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6. What coordination of programs is currently being done?

ANSWER: Although recent efforts have been made to coordinate among
Title I, Title VII, Local Bilingual Program, SCE, and Title 1,,
Migrant staffs, regular and frequent coordination by these
staffs and'staff from the Department of Elementary Education
does not occur. Some staffs have attended special planning
meetings for other programs, but mainly they operate inde-
pendently of each other.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

District Organization

The supervisory and administrative staffs ofthe special programs such
as Title I, Title I Migrant, and SCE are'in the Department of Developmental
Programs; whereas, the bilingual programs funded by State, local, and
ESEA Title VII monies are in the Department of Bilingual/Multicultural
Education. These two depart:Tents are both in the Division of Educational
Development. However, the Mijor core of District instructional Coordinators
and administrators is'in the Department of Elementary Education. A
partial organizational chart is presented in Figure IV-10 to show the
reporting relationships.

Thus, organizationSily, the various instructional programs which operate
in the District must coordinate with each other within'departments, or
across departments within a otivision, or even across divisions. The
common meeting ground for all these programs is the school campus.

Figure IV -1Q: ORGANIZATIONAL CHART

School Board

Office of the Superintendent

Division of Educational DeviiIeptent

Department of Department of Department of .

Developmental Programs Bilingual/Multicultural Elementary Education
Education

Title I Title I State Title VII State Local Local Instructional
Migrant Compensatory Bilingual Bilingual Program

Education

MAMMARY SCHOOLS
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District Meeting Schedules

No regular meetings are scheduled for the coordination of programs in
the District. Many meetings occur during which coordination of ef-
forts may take place. These include the following.

Cabinet Meetings - Superintendent, Assistant Superintendents,
Directors of Elementary and Secondary Education; weekly.

, Educational Development Divisional Meeting - Assistant Superintendent
for Educational Development, Director of Developmental Programs,
Director of Bilingual/Multicultural Educatiori; weekly..

Educational Development Programs Staff Meeting - All coordinators,
"supervisors, and specialists in the Division, biweekly,

First Friday Meetings - Department of Elementary Education in=
structional coordinators, special program staffs are invited to
attend; monthly.

General Principals' Meeting - All principals, program staffs
are invited to attend; monthly.

Area Principals' Aeetings - Principals of an elementary area,
program staffs are invited to attend; monthly.

Survey of Selected Instructional Services

rIn March, 197i, the. 16 instructional coordinitors/supervisors/specialista
,',who are most involved in the planning andau ision of instructional
activities on elementary campuses were au d. The supervisors in-
cluded 10 locally funded instructional e s fro Department
of Elementary Education, four. Title V 071 Project supervisors,
three localibilingual supervisors, and w, Si e I supervisors.

Results of this survey are summarize the fol owing five statements.

1- Title I, Tifle VII, and local bilingual s pervisors do not meet
with local supervisors from the Department .f Elementary Education
onia regular basis.

2. Tit I, Title VII, and local bilingual supervisors have met
With locaLaupervisors during :First Friday Meetings in the
Department of Elementary Education (first Friday of each month).
In addition, all groups of supervisors have attended some area
principal' meetings.

3. Local supervisors reported no regular meetings with Title I,
Title VII, or local bilingual supervisors.
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4. Local supervisors have met with special prolect supervisors in
special purpose planning-meetings.

5. Local bilingual, Title VII, and Title I supervisors meet every
two weeks in interdepartmental meetings.

All groups surveyed wanted more coordination of effort among the programs
in the District.

Title I Staff Interviews

The Title I staff members were interviewed in May, 1977. During those
interviews, they were asked about the coordination of activities among
the special programs and the Department of Elementary Education.

The Title I Parental Involvement Specialist reported good coordination
between Title I and Title I Migrant programs; however, no coordination
has occurred between the parental involvement components of Title I
and Title VII even though they share nine campuses.

The Title I Guidance and Counseling Component is coordinated out of
the same office as are the local counselors; therefore, coordination
occurrs readily. No other programs provide counseling services.

The Title I administrator indicated that there had been a minimum of
coordination between the Department of Elementary Education and all
compensatory education programs; however, the biweekly meetings within
the Division of Educational Development were cited as a effort to co-
ordinate among special projects.

0
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7. Do activities of Title I and other AISD programs overlap, gap,or
mesh in providing instructional and support services?

ANSWER: Title I and other projects overlap considerably in focus,
activities, and students served; however, some 'students
in Title I schools do not participate in any programs
beyond the basic instructional program. Meshing of activities
is minimal. Each project concerns itself with its own activi-
ties, and locally funded personnel spend little time working
with special project activities.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Title I Staff Interviews

Interview results from May, 1977, indicate that:

At present, overlapping of instructional services does occur between
Title I and AISD. The overlap between the Title I Instructional
Component and Special Education services is a case in point.

Supervisors of the Guidance and Counseling and Parental Involvement
Components felt that the federal guidelines which specify the stu-
dents that can or cannot be served eliminate any overlap of services
for their components.

The Title'I Administrator was unaware of any overlapping of services
in the schools, since she had not worked in the schools during the
pest year.

Three of the persons interviewed felt that a gap was created
through a lackof communication between Title I instructional staff
and regular classroom teachers.

In the Guidance and Counseling component a gap is created by
inflexibility of the guidelines. Those same guidelines which create
eligibilty'for Title I service can also prevent a student from
receiving services. For example, the guidelines state that a stu-
dent must be receiving instructional services before he/she is
eligible for any Title I support services. If a Title I student
manages to attain grade level and is no longer eligible for
instructional services, then he/she is no longer eligible,for
counseling services.

None of the five persons interviewed had comments on whether the
activities of Title I and AISD instructional and support services
meshed.
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Survey of Selected Instructional Services

In the spring of 1977, the instructional coordinators/supervisors
of the major special projects such as Title I and the locally funded
instructional coordinators/supervisors were surveyed to determine the
frequency at which they provided selected instructional services.
The 19 stittements below summarize their responses.

1. All supervisors regularly conduct in-class supervision of
English instructional activities in the schools to which they
are assigned.

2. Local supervisors,, however, conduct in-class supervision of
EngliSh instructional activities infrequently in schools
which are in the Title VII Program and frequently in other:
schools.

3. Schools_in both Title VII and Title I have all four categories
of supervisors (local, local bilingual, Title VII, and Title I)
conducting in-class supervision of English instructional acti-
vities.

4. Spanish instructional activities are supervised in-class
frequently by the Title VII and local bilingual supervisors.
Local supervisors work infrequently in this area, and Title I
supervisors do not work at all in thia\area.

5. On-campus supervision/planning of English instructional activi-
ties during non-instructional time is less frequent than in-
class supervision for the supervisors as a whole.1,

6. On-campus supervision/planning of Spanish instructional
activities during non-instructional time is less frequent than
in-class supervision for the supervisors as a whole.

.1. Consulting with campus-level personnel on local school problems
is an activity of all supervisors. The frequency of this
consulting varies with the Title supervisors"reporting
frequent consulting for all Title I campuses.

8. Title I reading labs are supervised frequently by the Title I
supervisors, infrequently by.local supervisors, and not at
all by local bilingual and Title VII supervisors.

9. Some Title I aides receive planning help or are supervised by
'Title I supervisors frequently, others infrequently. Super7
vibion of aides by other supervisors does occur infrequently.

10. Selection and ordering of materials for instructiow'in English
from local funds and Title-VII funds is an activity of local,
local bilingual, And Title VII supervisors. Title I supervisors
do not help select. or. order materials for English instruction
from local funds..



11. Selection and ordering of materials for instruction in English
from Title VII funds is done by Title VII, local bilingual, and
local supervisors, but not by Title I supervisors.

12. Selection and ordering of materials from Title I funds for
English instruction is frequently an activity for Title I
supervisors, not an activity for local bilingual and Title VII
supervisors, and infrequently an activity for local supervisors.

13. Selection and ordering of materials for Spanish instruction is
a frequent activity of local bilingual and Title VII supervisors.
Title I supervi9ori do not help select or order Spanish mater-
ials. LocalAqpervisors do this infrequently if at all.

14. Planning and proposal development for program activities for
the 76-77 and 77-78 Title I Program was a frequent activity
for Title I supervisors only. Local and local bilingual
supervisors participated infrequently. Title VII supervisors
did not participate at all.

15. Planning and proposal development for program activities for .

the 76-77 and 77-78 Title VII Projects was a frequent activity
for Title VII supervisors and local bilingual supervisors only.
Local supervisors participated infrequently if at all, and
Title I empervisors did not participate at all.

16. No supervisors reported participating in the planning and
proposal deVelopment of program activities for SCE funds except
infrequently/:.at one school.

17. Planning and proposal development for the 76-77 State Bilingual
Program was a frequent activity for local bilingual supervisors,
an infrequent activity for local supervisors, but not an activity
for Title VII and T le I supervisors.

Ilk:18. In the planning and ducting of staff development activities,
supervisors participated frequently in those sponsored by their
own funding source and not at all or infrequently in each others.
An exception is participation in State Bilingual funded activities
by Title VII supervisors (frequently) and by local supervisors
(infrequently).

Overlap of Special Programs

Mid-year 1975-1976, the memberships of the major special programs operating
at the elementary level were compared to determine where overlaps oc-
curred. Figure IV -11 shows that there is considerable overlap of services
and funding sources in terms of target populations.

The following 14 statements summarize the overall'findings.of the study.
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Figure IV-11: DEGREE OF OVERLAP OF THE TITLE I AND BILINGUAL PROGRAMS.
Number of children in the Title I schools, the Title I
program, the Title VII Bilingual Program, and the SCE
Bilingual program, and the areas of overlap between programs.
Source: Needs Assessment for the Preparation of 1977-78
Applications for Compensatory Education Programs (ORE
Publication Number 76-21).

(:::) 8709 Title I
School Children

4111 5904 Title I
Program Children

2146 Title VII
Program Children

1228 SCE Bilingual
Program Children
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1. Of the Title I students, 51% (2,985):are served by the Title I
./ Program and no other major compensatory education program.

2. 42% (2,466) of the Title I.students are served by Title I and
,one or all'of the following programs: Title VII, SCE, Special
Education, or Teacher Corps..

3. ApproxiMately 8% (445) of the Title I students are served by
.Title'I and two of the above programs.

'-.

4; One tenth of a percent (8) of the Title I students are served
by Title I and three 'other programs:*

5. 43% (25.) of theTitle I,st4ePts are served by a bilingual
pfogram (Title /II or SCE Bilingual).,

. :2661,53) of the. Title I students are. served by Title VII.

7, 17% (1,002) of Title I students are served by SCE Bilingual.
.

8. 76% (2,555) of the students in bilingual classrooms (Title VII
or SCE Bilingual) are served by Title I.

'9. '72% (1,553) of ihe,Tit,le'VII .atudentsare_serVedby-Title.I.

,

lit 82%. (1,002) of:the:SCE Bilingual Students aresed by. Title

(324).of.the Title I students are Serveclby'SpeCial Education.

it 46 %,(324) of the Special Edudationstudents in Title I schools
are served buTitle I.

13. % (219) of the Title I students are migrant students.

14. 75% of the migrant students 1.4 Title I schools are served by
, TitleI.

Job Descriptions

The job detCriptions of the instructional coordinatora/sup'ervisiors/
Specialists fOr:local and special,project activities reflOctthe activities
they reported participating idol the Survey of Selected Instructional
Services.. Generally, leicallyjUnded instructional coordinators in the
Departmentvf_ElementaryiEdUcation have a Very lengthy jab description
Afch.cdmmits them to dO.ilmost everything imaginable related to instruction.
The job descriptions of the personnel for Special programs soh as Title I
are more concla and relate to .project activities exclusive y.

-

.Inglummary., the bcal instrsictional coordinators' job descriptions
.-iadoapasses all structionally related activities; Whereas, the personnel
-4',,kuadid through Title I-and other speCial programa are committed to work

exclUsivelyWithitheit4rojets' activities.
7..
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8. What student outcomes are produced by the staffing patterns and roles
currently used ,in,,,the, Title I Program? ,,

Except,,,at kindergarten, the achievement levels of Title I
'students are very low, even tth both instructional and suppc
service from Title I Attendance and classroom behavior
may le helped by counseling services, but parental involveme%,
se ices failed to impact attendc

ANSWER:

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Nine-Week .Reports

The schools' master lists of.,/iciej-icientified students listed 6,230students. By March' 18, 197.7431;(87%) had been served by Title'I
instructors, 114703 (76%) by :counselors, and 3,794 OM by community
rtiqesentative13. Obviously,;,thel,4a4enumber of students identified
prevented delivery of 43erv14es,Ito..-heili all.

1 -`Because of th , on y,thoes4,,studente*d did ,receive services were
used:ihen ca kit lnting Eahiaveiii04041:, changes .in classroom behavior
as a .:reitilt of coultseling, and:'-.44PiOV'ed attendance as a result of
counseling and/or parenc#1 involvement.

Progiam ObjeCti t;
4---0,-,,..4.1 . ..Other evamation estions ark,'refepenced below which indicate the.

stud4nt qufeomi4 0 ociticect ,by'eacn component. , Generally, instruction
piothiced41#0-th4n projecee -:,,igaixts and community representatives
failed to )444iact student attendance significantly. Counselors, on,

-the other hand,itay have,:.enntilbuted positively to both. classroom
-. .1:' ,behaviiir and student attendance.

':Student'Outcoies
t

'Achievevnt

..

Classro'i Behavior

Evaluation Questions

;6,

Attendanc ,

0

4

(
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9.,1 How Much reci instructional time is furnished to identified Title r.
students b the current staffing patterns and roles?

ANSWER: Tile amount of direct instructional time provided to Title I,
students by-Title I personnel varies from none to several
hours per week. On the average, a Title I student receiv*s
about seven minutes a day of direCt instruction from Title I
personnel.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Nine-Week Reports- from Titli64.InstrOttional Personnel

Each nine-week period, the Title I instructional personnel on each
campus completed a devilled report of the individual students
served,during that pefiod, the Title .I persons) serving theM, and
the average number of days per week each child received direct
instruction. Thesd reports were collected by the Title I
evaluation staff and analyzed in ordet.to report to the project
staff and the schools Onthe progress of the delivery of instructional
'services to identified Title I students.

a , .

At mid-year, an in-depth analydis of the dail collected showed that
22% of the identified.Titlej Op:dents had received no direct
'instruction from ,a Titlegl-fundedpitspd. In addition, of the 78%
who had been instructed, a very wide range of instructional tiM4 had
occurred. Although many students had been served daily, many others
who had been served were served in only one nine-weeli-'period and/or
for only one, two, or three days a week. The average time of these
daily instructional petiods also fanged widdliy from 20 minutes to
about 50. .

t
: 7 .*

By the end of the third nine-week perio , '' =rch 18, 1977,.87% of the
identified students had received at least some direct instruction.
Thirteen percent still had:not.

A closer look at the nine-week reports showed that 28% of the
identified students were being served by an aide only and not by
a reading teacher or a learning coordinator. These aides yere
assigned mainly to the very earlygrades to work with students not
scheduled, to go to the reading labs.

School Organizations-

In Chapter III af this report, each Title I-school's IpstruCtional
ptogram is described. .These descriptions also show that the amount
of direct instructional time provided by Title I personnel varies -
considerably.

No one description an organizational plan would fit.more'than a
feW of the 20 Tit e I schools. The most evident characteristic of
the individual sc ools' programs is that all identified students
cannot be served daily ar even weekly by the available instructional
staff.

68
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Classroom Observat/S4

Beginning in the fall of 1976, randomly selected Title I studentswere observed on a full-day basis. -All of the student's activit4eswere recOrded minute by minute from 8:00 a.m. until:30 p.m.
results of these observations again indicate the degree to which Title I
instructional personnel are stretched to serve the large number of
students identified.

When the average number of minutes per day the Title I aides, reading
4 teachers, and learning coordinators spent with Title I students werer' caluculated, the totals were quite low. On the average, Title Istudents in grades 1-5 have direct contact with'eTitle"I aide forthree minutes, with a reading teacher for two minutes, and with alearning coordinator for two minutes. This totals to a daily averageof seven minutes per Title I student during the year.

Title I students did not redeive extra time in instruction. They '. received almost exactly the same amount oftime in reading/languagearts instruction as did non-Title I students (in both Title I andnon-Title I schools).

Title I students spent no more time gotng from class to class (orreading lab) than did nets -Title I students. "Hall time" for allgroups averaged to around 15 minutes-per day.

69
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10.. How much supportive service is provided tojdentifiedjitle I
students by the current staffing.patterns'and rolesZ,'7'

ANSWER: The current staffing patterns and roles provided counseling
and guidance services to 76% and parental involvement
Services to 61% of the identified Title .I.-students through
March 18, 1977.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

;,Counselors' Records

ii...Each nine-week ,period the Title I counselors maintained records of
mnach student served, in what way, and for what reason. By the end
leaf the third reporting period, 76% of theTitle I students had

0- received cdunseling services. Individual counseling had been provide*
to 29% of, the Tit studentsI atudents and group counseling to 72%.

P

ADur4n 'the third'nine-week period, group, counseling encounters
AOlatudents i5,501 times. Individual counseling sessions served

)3.926'tiMes.

community Representatives' Records

606unityrepresentatives also maintained nine-week VIKords. By
of the third nine-week reporting period, 61% of the Title I

r.pv. tstudents had been 'Served by,the community representatives.through
eparents1 aci4v.ities: The community representatives reported having
7,v.isitea the homes of 39% of. the Title I students. Parents of 50%

of h studentOrWer arephrted to have participated in Lime school
other; eeti

ne.vAsits end
epo

21411,endance problem's were-the.most

6,61

_yr

4?-
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11. What arevElgithOlievement levels of students,in low-income school6 at
each grade, K-12?

ANSWER: itUdents in low-income schools score well below students in
high-income schools in reading. The gap increases from
kindergarten through twelfth grade. Except for kindergarten
and first grade, low-income students in Austin score below
national averages in reading. Achievement in math follows
the same pattern.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts
v 4*

The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts was administered to all District
kindergarten students in February, 1977. .Figure 2V-12 compares the
scores for students in low-income schools with student's scores in
high-income schools. A low-income schooSwas,defined as one with a
percentage of Studentsafrom low7inCom4)families higber than the
District average for all schools.- A high-income school was defined
as one with a percentage of 16w-income students below the District
average.

p 2.
The median low-ihcome school average on the Boehm was below that for
other schools in the District.

Iighre I' KINDERGAITEN ACHIEVEMENT IN LOW-INCOME SCHOOLS.

Grade Test

1SC119044W4h ,
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,
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,
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California Achievement Tist and Sequential Tests of Educational Progress

The measure given in April, 1977, to detenine student achievement
in grades one .through eight is the California Achievement Test. In
grades ni e throughtwelve, the Sequential Tests of Educational
ProgObs s used. Figure kV-13 compares the median school percentile
on the r ding sections of these tests for low-income and high-income
schools.

At every grade level, the low-income schools were below the high-
income schools. Except in first gradp, the low-income schools' median
percentiles were below the national aerage. In addition, the gap
between achievement in schools of the two income levels increased
from first grade to twelfth grade. The only exception was grade
6 where schools are desegregatepi and the mix of low-and high-income
students ii greater on each Campus.

.Although figures are not in: vented here, inspection of(the achievement
scores for ma *pear to foVow the same pattern..

40

EVOIENT LEVELS IN LOW-INCOME SCHOOLS.
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12. At which grade levels is supplemental instruction most beneficial?

.

ANSWER; No answer is available. This question has not been investi-
# Opted experimentally by researchers.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Review of the Literature

Although there are many advocates of early childhood education and some
programs have been successful, the relative. merits of supplemental in-
struction in the early grades versus in the later grades does no;, lend
itself to simple r4 rch. 4gtiordingly, a brief literature search un-
covered no such 'research. Rataurces were not available for a more indepth
review:

Achievement in Austin's Title I Program

_
,Except at kindergarten where Title I students.aneaon-Title Is6udeuts

e impressive gains on the Boehm Test of Bas1veoncepts, supplementary
instruction has not produced consistent achievethent gains .at any grade
level. It is important to note that the kindergarten gains by Title
students Are more thlp:offsqt by,slower than average achivement gains
after' grade two.

,
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i13. What appro hes to reading are now being used?

ANSWER: There is no common approach to reading being used in the Title I
schools or in the Title I reading labs.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Individual School Descriptions

The school descriptions for each of the 20 Title I schools in ,

Chapter III point out the variety of curricula used. Many reading
teachers and learning coordinators use a wide'range of materials
rather than one ..central approac for all children.

Through clasSroom-observation , school visits, and discussions
with school personnel,. thee* scriptions oaf each school's program
were developed.. Evident-in t1.i array of information sources was a
common theme - most classroom .tea hers and most Title I reading's
teachers and learning coordinators are choosing t eir, own approach

4 to reading instruction and not coordinating that approach with
other teachers or other schools.

74,
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14. How do teachers view theirireedom to select an approach to reading?

ANSWER: Most teachers feel that a coordinated approach should be
used by all, personnel in a school; however, less than half
of the teachers feel that coordination among schools is

lopeeded.

SUPPORTIVE DATA: L.40

Teacher. Questionnaire

A spring questionnaire sent to all teachers in Title I schools
investigated how they viewed their freedom to select an approach
to reading. They were asked who 'should use a coordtgoted approach
to reading.

Nearly three-quarters of the teaChbrs in Title I schools felt that
a coordinated approach to, reading should be used by Title I
learning coordinators/reading teachers and the classroom teachers
in a school.

us

A little less than half of the teachers in Title I schools felt that,.
a coordinated approach to reading sy:Ould:be,used by Title I 1earnin4
coordinators, reading- teachers, and. Classroom teachers throughout
all Title I schools.

Two thirds of the teachers in Title I schools felt that Eel-Coordinated
approach to reading should be used by all classroom teachers at the
same grade level in a school.

One fourth of the teacher's in Title I schools felt, that's. coordinated
approach is appropriate for all teachers, at the same Ade. level'in

-different schools throughout the District.

A little over half-: -:of. the teacher's in Title I schools felt that a
coollOinated apPrOaOkvehould be used, by classroom teachers at all
grade levels within a school.
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15. Whit has research shown to be the effects of different approaches to.
reading instruction, alone and in combination with other approaches?

ANSWER: Research evidence indicates that there is no overwhelmingly
"best'Approachvibut the are some characteristics common
to successful approaches to reading instruction..

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Brief Review of the Literature on Instructional Approaches to Reading

Extensive research on reading instruction from the mid-4950's on, especially
in the last decade, has not led to the discovery of a single, "best" ap-
proach to the teaching of reading,,'\or even to a universally accepted de-
finition of reading and the skilla hat the reading process entails. (3)
Though reading programs abound, a fact attested to by the multiplicity
Of programs'fostered by the. National Right to Read endeavor, they are
not characterized by,a unity of theOretical approach, purpose, or' instructional
Method. By way of example,,,12 exemplary Right to Read programs were
culledl:from 27 programs recommended by the American Institute for Research
(after' a nation -wide survey of 728 programs) as having exhibited positive
reading gains on the part of students over a number of years. These 12
programs represented a wide renge,okapproathea; from direct instruction
by teachers with atiorganized phonftisstem, to modular instructional
units,.to learning to read through participation, in art workshop's. (1).

The absence of a generally recognized method foil teaching reading arises
in part from the.lach;of definitive research. Studies which compare 4

one compleX of instructional factors.wiih another complex of instructional
factors make it impodsible to isolate the single characteristic (if indeed
thate:ia oneYwhich makes one program more effective than another. This
has_regulted in a,generalAinfillingneSS to accept one*Specific.method
to ehe.;_exclusion of all others.

Besides the lack of definitive research, another factor 1hhibiting the

,

acceptance of_ a generally reCognized method for:teachlWree4448=4,8
the split. between those who favor'reading for meaninPfrpt0iie beginning
and theAsroponente OfucleOoding,"' teaching theestudent todecode the visual
alphabetic syMbOls lirstwith meaning follciwing naturally fide' this pro-.
cess at a later stage..,

ApartJromtheoretical differences concerning the nature of reading, however,
consensus among researchers seems to be that teachers ought to look for
the method or.- combination of methods best fitted to each child. They
are 446hei in agreement that a more important factot than the ac al
teadigitig.method employed is the professional competence of the cla sroom
.teacher. (3)

'Tlit411tnt research ah 04Vors provide some specific information on those4 -

teaches behaviors which promote better instruction.
O
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A large scale study of compensatory reading programs leas Conducted by
Educational Testing Service (ETS) for the U.S. Office of 4ducation
over a five-year time Span in oyer.700-schOols acroas thecountry.-
The study uncovered a number' of,majorfinding14-.adOmarizeA briefly
below:

1. Heterogenous groupinA O iilitudents prOmotes;reading achievement
gain among compensaftry students.

2. Achievementis relatedipo classrojM interaction, including such
vidlables as student autonomy; teacher warmth or leadership
style, teacher controlteacher attention to students, and
student involvement in:learning.

)4.: 77:-.1 :

3. Common characteristics of schools that maintained particularly
effective reading programs included:

a. the definition of reading as an important instructional
goal,

b. effective educational leadership specific to the issue of
reading instruction,

1,,

.

c. careful attention to basic skills,

djirelative breadth of materials, and

e. cross-fertilzation of ideas among teachers. (41

Some specific suggestions on teaching methods were developed from research -

findings by the Research and Development Center for'Teacher Education at
the University of Te t Austin. Briefly summarized, their findingd
suggest that loci SE s benefit more when:

1.

ACX.-
' The' teacher atically controle classroom activities which
have clearly specified instructional purpgses,

2. The teacher minimizes the ofiiOrtunities for off7-task behavior
and keeps the students actively engaged in.appropriate leaping
tasks most of, the time that they are in the classroom, an

3. The teacher provides direct instruction with the following features:
,62)

a. Small chunks of' material on the students'' level,

b. ample time for practice. 'feedback,feeaback, and

c. frequentoppottunt;ieeor the students to respond to
teacher Oestigns.

le
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16. -Did the InstruCtional tom
reading?

ANSWER: No

SUPPORTIVE DATA:.

California Achievement Test

The

t meat its stated objectives for

Instructional Component's stated objectives r ieading were:

a. Upon'completion ofthe4976-77ac
participants on the first grad
comprehehsion of words and seri
an average grade equivalent wi
for studests.in the eighth

year, the Title
adeMooktrate a-

in reading by scoring
Month of that expected

irst grade, as measured
by a single.administratiOnreOgfOrnia Achievement Test
(Comprehension Subtext) in ApiWI917 1

b. Upon completion of the 19761' pQQl, the Title I parti7....
cipants in the second, thir and fifth grades will
demonstrate a comprehension "words and sentences in reading
by storing an average of .8 I the grade.equivalent gain per
month of instructiOn, as measured by pee- and posttest ad- .

ministration of the California Athieyement Test (Comprehension.
Subtest)'in April, 1976'and April, 1977.

. ,

c.-Upon completion of the 1976- school year, the Title I
participants in the second, th rd, fourth, and fifth grades,

. will demonstrate a basic khowledge of vocabulary by scoring
an avge of .8 months grade equivalent gain per month 0
instruction, as zeasured,by pre- and posttest administration
of the California 'AchiOvement Test (VocabularySubtest). in
ApFil, 1976 and April, 1977..

First grade Title I-students scored an average of 1,5grade equiValents
in April,,i977. This was short'of the objective level of'1.7; However,
562 of the'Title 1 students did achieve4the 1.7 grade equivalent level
or above. , .

,,
. . .

4
Figure:P-14 shows the percentage-of.Title I students at grades two
through'.five who made the hoped=ior gain for .8 Oui4alents. Fifth'
graders came the cloiest the 60% objective.leVerwith'54r,oWthe
Vocabulary Subtest,- and 2.of the fourth grader0 Met'the objective

'.

i

---ih'boill vocabulary and prehension.
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Figure IV-14: TITLE I STUDENTS(MEETING PERF RMANCE
OBJECTIVES IN READIN alifornia
Achievement Test

PERCENTAGE OF
TITLE I STUDENTS
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of .8 of a year from April 1976 to
Ail 1977.
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17. .Does-the current method identify the students with the greatest need?

ANSWER: Yes, however, some students at or even above grade level
are also identified.

SUPPORTIVE'DATX1

California Achievement Test

Atcording to school averages on the California Achievement Test,
17 the 20 schools identified for participation in the Title I
Pro m are the lowest elementary schoolsjd the District. Thus,
the schools containing- the greatest concentration of low-achieving
students have been successfully identified.. However, three schools,.
Brown, Mathews, and Rosedale have achilvement levels above that of 7
several non-Title I schools.,

Within the'Title I schools, the current allowance for teachers to
identify students baSed on the Ladder of Skills (a subjective
measure), resulted in over.500.student61 being identified even though
their test scores were too high for Title I eligibility. Some Of
these students had scored at or above grade'level, a few into the
90th percentiles.

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts

As with the CAT, the average Boehm scores for the 2dentified
schools are generally the lowest in the District.

Economic Survey

Each spring, the District conducts an economic survey to determine
the number and percentage of students' from low-income families.
The suiVey was conducted by the Office of Research and Evaluation 1

fOr the first time in 1977; however, the same 20 elementary schools
as id 19.76 were identified as having the highest concentrations.
Since no other measure of families'' income levels is available, the
accuracy of the economic survey is unknown.

I
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18. .How'accurate is the metho'd currently being used?

ANSWER: The current process for the identification of Title I
schools seems to be.adequate. Within Title I schools, the
process for identification. of Title I students qualifies
over 70% of the students enrolled, some'achieving at or
above.grade level. Over one third of the teachers i Title I
schools report knowing of additional Students not ide tined'
who need help.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Econdmic Survey

The economisurveys conducted in 1976 and in_1977 for the Title 1
.

. ,

Program idlentified abdut 30% of Austin's students.as being from
low-income families. This tot\ais to about 17 000 students District-
,. --y3

wide However, the Title I student allocation for Austin is about
10,000 0 students. Thus, Austin's method for identifying students
from low-income familiewidentifies about 70% more students than t
Sta.'s allocation fornilas have estimated, Obviously dthereht
definitions of low-income &!^e being used.

.

Without other measures:of individual family income with which to
compare; it is impossible to establish the validity of the economic
survey In identifying Title I schools.

Educational Survey

See evaluation question 17. General,ly, °students with the greatest
need are identified; however, some with lesser needs Or even with4no ,

educational deprivation are identified.

Teacher Questionnaire

A spring questionnaire sent to all teachers- in Title I schools
produced the following results. Fifty-eight percent of responding
teachers were aware of no student that needed Title I instructional
services who were not identified for Title 1-services. ,.1

.

.

Twenty-six percent were aware of anywhere from dne to ten students'
who needed services ,but were not identified for Title I,

L
Eleven, percent were aware Qf 50 or more students who needed services
but were not identified for Title I

's

82

fl 3



19. What sources of information useful for identifying Title I students
are available?

ANSWER: For economic identification, no useful information-is
available other than free and reduced lunch applications.

b - For educational identification, the current District testing
program provides objective infoi-mation, and teacher observa->
tions are available for subjective determinations.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

EconcOic Survey
s

Before time for the annual spring economic survey of students in
Austin, the Title I programpatic and evaluation staffs brainstormed

ue/,s,g) c s of economic information. Because the family income levels
of students by name were required, all extra-distrit sources, such
as, IRS, the census, employers, cila the pal-ents were.found to be
unavailable or impractical to tap.-

.e
The evaluation staff for the

Low SES and Minority Student Evaluation Study attempted to pilot
a home survey to determine socioeconomic status; however, even the

. trial survey met too many problems. -

The only Distfict source available, other than school personnel's
opinion, was applications-,made by parents for free or reduced
lunches. This was used as the primary source, and school person-
dervere asked to list.other students who they judged were from
low-income families because of clothing, health, attendance, or
other factors usualfy,related to Jow incomes.

i Echkational Survey
,.

Other than teacher ratings and grades, theff011owidg test data are
available as a result of the District testing program and regula---
Title I testing. See Figure IV -14.

Datast.. Instillment Students

. March/August -K Screening Test All kindergarteners
.1

Septemb Spanish Screening All kindergarteners in
Test Title VII schools and

other kindergarteners
thought to understand
Spanish

September / PAL Oral Language .A11°Spanish7speaking
a Dbm4nance,Measure kindergarteners and

first add second grade
not previously tested

September/ Boehm Test of Kindergarteners
February Basic Concepts I

0
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Data Instrument

September- Metropolitan
Readiness Test

April

.

Students

First graders,--)

California First through fifth
Achievement Test graderd
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20. What method (of communicating-viaations of Title I guidelines)
has been employed in the past?

ANSWER: No systematic method hasbeen used. Meetings age confer-
ences were frequently mention by principals ant staff
in addition to a,variety of' inaividual sources used to
learn of guidelines.

SUPPORTIVE:DATA:

Principal Interviews

In spring interviews the 19 Title I principals were asked what methods
had been used in the past to communicate violations of Title I
guidelines to them. Responses showed that information about Title
guidelines has been comminicated to principal verbally, for the most
part, through meeti*gsand'individual conferences. Some principals
also'indicated that they.had received guideline information through
bulletins or memos from Title.I staff and from copies .f the yearly
application for Title I funds. Other sources of info u.tion regard-
ing Title I guidelines that have been used-fin some isolated cases by
Title I principals have been: Title I Principal's Notebook, Title I
reports, preschool workfhops, information packet, books on .4tle I,
and the Federal Register.

Three principals felt that communications this year have b en better
than in the past, but several others felt that there was reed for
much better communication of guidelines, and i handbook or-some other
written reference tool, was suggested by them. .N

Information about guideline violations had been communicated'almost
exclusively throUgh verbal contacts wittijitle I staff. Only two
principals indicated that they had received (formal comp. ication
regarding guideline violations.

Title I Staff interviews,

In spring interviews,°the Title I administrative and supervisory
staff were asked the same quesiion. They reported tat guidelines
were, on to.principals of schools through meetings with guest

capeakerg from Title ITEA (Texaducation Agency), area directors,
,T'13 4e I staff,. through. Title I Applications, and through memos.

Three'of the persons interviewed indicated that as far as they knew
there wasino,structured method for communicating guideline violations.
However,the otAiar two digcussed approachesthey were familiar with,
and the Title I Administrator gave an example of the procedure followed

,,< when a violation. is discovered by TEA. In that case aJetter is sent
to the superintendent, assistant superintendent, proper director, and
p/ ncipa of the school concerned. The G dance And Counseling Com-
pcinent upervisor indicated that violation notifications were handled
tliroug the director-of the d artment, Tttle I-administrative staff,
or conferences with principals nd staff connerned. Occasionally,
follow-up memos/are sent;after the matter has been settled:i

85 ,
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21. Has this method (of communicating violations of TitleTT
guidelines) beefisuccessful?

ANSWER: No. Information has been communicated verbally and

inconsistently. All guidelines are not known by

school pef-sonnel.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:.

See evaluation questions 20 and 22.

Title I Staff Interviews

On the subject of t success of the methods used fOr correcting
guideline violations; two of the five persons interviewed felt the
method of correcting violations was,successful. Two others felt
the method was very unsuccessful, and one felt that at times the

method worked, while at other.times it did not.

(
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22. Do schools not realize that violations (of Title I guidelines)
occur?

ANSWER: Generally, schools are aware of the violations which
occur; however, not all the guidelines which are violated
are known ahead of time by, school personnel.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Principal Interviews

When asked if their school had experienceli any problems with
following the guidelines, eight principals said that they had had
no problems with following the guidelines in their schools, while
nine others were very much aware of problems caused by the restrict-
tions which do not allow Title L services to a child unless he or
she is in the Title I instructional program. The general rigidity

,

-of the guidelines was quoted by one other as a problem, and the
method'of identification of Title I students was discussed by
another.

Nine -Week Reports

The nine-week reports maintained by Title I instructional and sup-
portive personnel on each compus did indicate numerous violations
of Title I'guidelipes throughout"the year. The violations docu-
mented by the evaluation staff to the programmatic staff during the
year included:

1. providing instruction to students not identified,

40

2. counseling students not identified.,

3. serving the parents of students not identified,

4. counseling identified students during nine-week periodg
when they were not receiving Title I instruction,

5. serving the parents of identified students during nine-
week periods when they were not receiving> Title I instruc-
tion, and

6. serving non-Title I students with a Title I aide assigned
to a classroom.

Formal and informal discussions with school personne revealed that
many of these violations were a result of poor comm ications
within the schools of who was eligible to be served each nine -week
period. However, the fact that a Title I student could not receive
supportive services unless he was receiving concurrent instructional
services was not known by some community-representatives and coun-
selors.

87
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. 23. If violations (of Title I guidelines) are pointed out, would schools
move to correct them?

ANSWER: There is not sufficient information available to answer this
qUestion; however, several instances indicate that schools
would react in different ways.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Reactions to Communication of Violations

Midyear, the Coordinator of Guidance,, and Counseling communicated to the
Title I counselors that they were to be serving only those students who
were currently 'receiving Title I instruction. According to nineweek
reports kept by the counselors, almost all of them were still serving -/

r

a few Students who were not reported as being served by'Title in
,

-structional personnel.

In reaction to a memo from the Title I evaluation staff concerning the
need for one school to ensure that the Title I aide serve only identified
students, the principal directed his teachers to make sure that the aide
served only identified students.

An example from outside of Title I shows that an SCE school that was
serving grades 6, 7, and 8 with SCE community aides, reduced the service
to grades 6 and 7 when the evaluator pointed out that only grade 6 ,

wasreligible for services.

t
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24. What are possible alternatives (for communicating violations of Title I
guidelines) and how do schools sank them for preference?

ANSWER: Principals and staff prefer informal reporting of violations
to the principal, and formal follow-up if no action is taken.

SUPPORTIVE-DATA:

Alternatives

The following alternative' procedures for repdrting violations of Title I
guidelines to the schools were generated by the evaluation staff and
used as stimuli for principals and programmatic staff to respond to in
determining their preferred procedure.

Report informally to the principal for action/reaction; if
problem persists, then problem would be reported formally in
a memo to the principal with a carbon to appropriate admin-
'istrators.

Report formally and immediately to principal in a memo with
carbon copy to appropriate administrator.

Report formally to Title I staff in a memo with no carbon
copy to the principal.,.

Repo-rt formally14o Title KI staff in a memo with carbon copy
to the principal.

Principal Interviews

In',interviews, the majority (79%) of the principals'responded that the
appropriate procedure for reporting violations of Title I guidelines
would be to report informally to the principal for action/reaction,
but if the problem perlets, itu,should be reported formally in a memo
to the principal with a carton to appropriate administrators. Four
principals (21%) preferred that violations be reported formally and
immediately t9 the principal in a memo with a carbon copy to the
appropriate administrator.

Title I Staff Interviews

Title I staffere given a set of four alternatives and asked to rank
them. Four of the five persons interviewed chose a combination of the
following two:

Alternative I - report informally to the principal for action/
reaction; if problem persists, then problem
would be reported formally in,_a7memo to the

4- principal with a carbon to the appropriate

'89
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Alternative II 7 report formally and immediately to principal
in a memo with caqon copy to appropriate
administrators.

They favored Alternative I, but if the problem dhould persist they
felt Alternative II should be adopted and memos sent to the Title I
Administrator and person/persons (perpetrator of violation) concerned.

The Title I Administrator did not indicate a preference for any of
the four alternatives. All five felt that the director of the
department should also receive notice of any violations. One person
suggested that the perpetrator of the violation should be notified
as well.
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25. Do teachers and principals have different expectations for Title I

(low-income) students?

ANSWER: The majority pf teachers (78%) and principals (68%) feel- that,
with the instructional program that exists in Austin's Title I
schools, Title I students will probably make some progress
toward closing the gap between themselves and students in non-
Title I schools. However, 22% of the teachers.and 32% of the
principals had other expectations.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Teacher Questionnaire

In the spring of 1977, all teachers in Title I schools were sent a
questionnaire on which they were asked to give their expectation for
the achievement of Title I students. Figure IV-15 shows that 78% of them
agree that the current instructional program will help Title I students

to progress toward the achievement levels of other students. Higher

expectations were held by 16%, and lower expectations were held by 13%.

Figure V-15: EXPECTATIONS FOR THE ACHIEVEMENT
OF TITLE I STUDENTS.

EXPECTATIONS'N.

With the instructional
program that exists in
Austin's Title I schools,
Title I students will
probably...

fall farther behind
students in non-
Title I schools.

continue t8 achieve
far below students in
non-Title I schools.

make some progress to-
ward closing the gap,
between themselves and
students in non-Title I
schools.

learn fast enough to
eventually be achieving
on the same level as
st,idents in non-Title I
schools.
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Each letter represents TX.



Principal Interview

. ,!.

In'the spring'of'1977 principals Jere asked the same question about

'expectations TbeNbajority of principals (68 %) alsO.felt the Title I
students,will make some progress kw closing the gap between themselves
and other students. Figure TV-15 shOws that one principal felt, Title I

s ents.will fall flktrther behind, two felt they would continue to'be

fat ehipd, 13 felt somewhat, optimistic, and_ three- were very .optimistic. ,.

. ';
' . Y
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' 26. What does the research literature say aboutthe effects of exRectatiqpg?

ANSWER: 'Research on the effects of teacher expectations inconcltsive;*

spme studies indicate teacher''Axpecfations inflanCe student.

achievement while other filen() effect.

SUFZQRTIVE DATA:

Brief Review of the Literature on Teacher Expectations

This review presented a numbercof studies which supported the hypothesis

Nhet teacher expectations influence student. achievement and a number

-Oat-did not, On the support side of the hypothesis, the best known and'.
Most controversial findings were those of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968)

published in their book Pygmalion in the Classroom. The central idea\ ,

of this book was "that,one persons expectation for another's behavior

could come to serve as aself-fulfilling prophecy,"12.e.', one.person

will do simply what is expected of hiM by another.

While attracting popular acceptance,-ROsenttal,Jacohson's findings
provoked the critical attention of other educational researchers.

Flowers (1966) contradicted Rosenthal and Jacobson's findings. Thorndike

(1968) and Snow (1969)' presented serious criticisms of the measurement

techniques and statistical analysis used in the study. Replications

of the study performed by Fielder, Cohen, and Finney (1971),'Calihorn

(1969), Jose and Cody (1971), and Fleming andAnttonen (1971) failed

to verify Rosenthal and Jacobson's results. However, a study by Brophy

and Good (1970) yielded results supporting Rosenthal and Jacobson's

findings.

As evidenced by these studies, the question of whether teacher expectations.,

influence student achievement, remains an open one. Methodological pro-

blems in isolating the expectancy communication from other.factors in-

fluencing student achievement, and, in part, in defining teacher expec-,
I tancies., have created difficulties yet to be resolved by researchers.
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27. Do teachers with low expectations for Title I'student produce different
student outcomes than do teachers with high expectations?

ANSWER: No. There were no differences found irr,the achievement -gains
of students with teachers having low or high 6cPectations.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Teacher Questionnaire

In the spring of 1977, all teachers in Title I schools were 'asked to give
their expectatiqs:for the achievement of Title I students. Evaltion
question 25 disc ses these expectations. For answering this question,
two expectation values were dbed for each teacher. The actual response
of the teacher and the average response of all teachers-who team teach .

together,

California Achievement' Test

The scores of second through fifth grade students on the CAT, Reading
Total, were used in a matheMatical model with the teachers' expectations.
The, model attempted to predict a 'student's April, 1977, CAT score by
using his April, 1976, score and his teacher's expectation level.

Results of the analyses showed that there wap no significant relationship
between teacehers' expectation levels as reported on the questionnaire
and their students' performance on the CAT.

This could indicate that there really is no relationship, or it could
indicate that a questionnaire format is not sensitive enough to measure
a teacher's true expectation level.for students' achievement.

of
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28. How great is the need for 5,1,-PP°701C:servics by'studeas not in the

Instructional C"Pcne \ .nt? ,

ANSWER: Only 10 out fitie I principals feel there is a need
for Ti-tle' I counselora o s ve students not--in the

jnstrOct lcnal Comp one t, No information is ava
,,,

lable

for psf elltal _involvement . ,

Principal ITite5.%1

Teil principals indieafed ths.t there 144s a need for Tic,A4I counselor
seriPice for students not in the Title I Instructional Componentee, a

Three of those principals do not have Title I counselors in :their
schools at this time,- All:lenV felt that this was a very definite A

need for their Schools -- 0

The nine principals Who indicated that there was no need for'Title I

counselor serve for non-T itle I students in their schools were
primarily principals who have an AISD counselor as'well as a
Title I counsel- °r in their school at this time, although one of those
principals-felt it duplication of effort to have two counselorsi
One of the nine principals, h°wever, said that the need was greater
for'those Title I students who could'not be served by their Title I
counselor because of lack of time and resources.to serve the large
numbers of eligible, students' One other principal Veit that the AISD
counselor currently available to her camp us was 'abequate 'to. serve

1 students on that campus.the Title I and 11°11-Title
.

L./
Teacher Ques115511re

/,Fifty -four percent of resP°ndIng teachers were-aware of no students
in their schools 'who did not need Title I instxliCtIonal services
but who do need the services of the Title I counselor and/or'
community representative.

Twenty-three pefcent anywhere from one to ten students
who needed Title r! and /or community representative servicescounselor
but who did not need instructional help.



29. Do support.services alone contribute to a child's achievement?

ANSWER: Not determinable.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Nine-Week Reports .

e Nine-week reports indicate that too few students did receive Plport-
..,

services and not instructional services to allow for arty analyses of
the effects. teceivipg support services al:one would be in,violation:,
of Title 1 rules and regulations. ---,.... . ,

0
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30. -DOes a combination of support services and instructional services
contribute more to a student's achi veMent than support services
alone? .

-ANSWER: Not determinable.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Nine-Week Reports

Nine-seek reports indicat44 that too few-stUteents received support
services-without instructionalAservices-to allow. for analyses to

,

be conducted.

0
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31. ,Would providing support service
Component preVent time students
receiving those support services?

students not in the IngtruCtional
217

Winstructionalgprogram trom

ANSWER:
,

Not all students4n the inst
served'by counselotor.commun
principils with Title ICounselors, eight felt that serving
these students would take time -from Title I students who
need coullselingl

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

.0.11i-4167.7-SLAO

uctional program are currently
y representatives. Of 14

A3rojaciparInterviei
V.

-N..
,

.

.

Eight principals
I

Ielt that-iEtheir Title I coUnselots were to serve,', .

students whO,are not-being served 1iy,the Instructional: Component, it
would.take time fromIthe Title I 'students'who needed service. Six-

:principals felt that there would be few or no problems in that situation,
and the 4five principals, of schools without_ Title I counselors did not
reply.to this question. ':

B

Nine-Week Reports

The nine-week reports kept'by the counselors and the community reprOsen
''tatives show:thae_not all Title-I students in the Instructional Component.'
were delivered supportive services.,

,
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32. Did'the in-class behavior of students improve as a-result of coun-
. seling and guidance services?

'*

ANSWER: are\of the students Who .received counseling services
mpro\ed in their teachers' ratings of-their behavi,or than

..

e students who were notCcounaeled.

SUPPORTIVE DATA

Behavior Rating Checklist

a

In the fall and again the spring, each teacher'inla Title l'school
'rated'the classroom behavior of a group of xapdomly selected

students., The Behavior Rating Checklist (DRC) used was developed
by the Title I evaluation staff for'-this purpose.

'Using the counselors' -nine-week reports, those Studebts who had been
-counseled were identified.1 Then the percentages of these daidents
and those'`not counseled who were rated higher by their teachers
in the spring.were calculated. Figure IV-16 shows the percentage of
students improving on each of-the 10 variables on the BRC. On eight

of. the 10 cpaTiables, a, larger percentage of students who were
counseled made gains.

:"The Guidance and Counseling Component's objective was that 60% of the
students counseled would make gains from fall to spring. Even
though this objective'was not met, it appears that the counselors
may have been influential in the students' classroom behavior since
more of the students with whom they worked improved.



Figure IV-16: CHANGES IN CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR.

BEHAVIOR "

1. Student demands
extra time from the
teacher for help.

Behavior Rating Checklist - Fall to Spring

MUMMMMUMUMWOMMUMMWMUMUM 42.2%
33.3%
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3. Student quits. or minumuninimummanmnm 32.77.
gives up on assignments
before completion.

4. Student bothers
others while they are
working.

11111111111111111111NNVINIIMIIIIIMIMIN 35.87.

. 35.17,

`5. Student brings
things to class, int=----4MMMMBMWmffimmmmMMMIRMr 38.87.
tiates discussions, N 39.1%

shows imagination.

6. Students breaks class- mummumamummumummemomm 36.67

room or sc 1 rules. '"tesessessememseasessesa 30.87

7. Student must be re-
primanded during class 1 ' 30.5%

_

36.17.

8. Student does what
the teacher asks with-
out complaint or delay.

9. Student is prepared
and able to partici-
pate in class activi-
ties,.lessons, dis-
cussions, etc.

10. Student completes
work on time and in
good order.
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A
33. Did the achievement levels of students improve as a result of coanselini

and guidance services?
r

ANSWER: There are no indications that providing counseling services
contributed to student achievement:

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Nine-Week Reports

The counselors' nine-week reports were used to identify,those students
who had actually received individual or group counseling.

California Achievement Te/st

The CAT, Reading Total, score for students in grades two through five
were used to determine if'counseling had had an effect on achievement.
Using a model which predicted April, 1977, CAT scores based on April,
1976,vbcores, grade level, and counseling services, the students who
were not counseled had higher predicted posttest scores,

This could very well be a result of the selection process for determining
which students are counseled; however, it would still imply that
counseling' services did not offset the lower achievement pattern of
the students counseled. 7'

I
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34. Did the attendance rates of students improve as a result of

counseling and guidance services? V

ANSWER: Yes, however, students not counseled improved more.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Counselors' Records

f.

Aach nine-week period, Title I counselors maintained records of each
student served and the manner in which he was served, either
individually or in a group. These records were used to identify four
categories of Title I students who were counseled.

1. Students individually counseled only.

2. Students group counseled only.

3. Students both individually and group counseled.

4. Students individually and/or group counseled 11 students

counseled in either or both ways).

As a comparison group to these, those Title I students who were
neither counseled nor received any services from a community
representative were identified.

Listing of Low-Attenders

of 1976, the Title I evaluation staff provided counselors
with a computer listing of all students in Title I schools who had missed

12 or more days during the 75-76 schpol year. These were to be the target

children for counseling for improved attendance.

Attendance Registers

In the spring. of 1977, the Title I evaluation staff surveyed 76-77
attendance registers in the schools to determine:the attendance of
the identified low-attenders during the first five six-week periods.
The number of days absent during these five periods in 76-77 were
compared to the number of days absent for the same periods in 75-76
to determine the percentage of low-attenders who had improved. Only

students with 15 or more absences in 75-76 who had been enrolled all
five six-week periods in 76-77 were included ill the analysis.

Figure IV-17 shows the percentage of low-attenders in each of the

five categories described earlier who were found to have at,least
two fewer absences in 76-77 than they had in 75-76. The improvement
of 60.5% of the students counseled exceeded the objective level of

60%.7



It is important to note, however, that more of those students who

were neither counseled nor served by a community representative
improved their attendance by at least two days.

Figure IV-17: ABSENCES OF LOW-ATTENDERSWHO
RECEIVED COUNSELING SERVICES.

SERVICES RECEIVED

Students who were indi-
vidually counseled only.

(N17)

Students who were group
counseled only. (Nw409: 61.61

Students who were both
ludividually and group 11.1111.11.111111.1 59.01
ccunseled. (N ..200)

Students who were either
individually or group
counseled. (N.626)

Students not coun-
seled, no parent con-
tact. (N -426)

60.57.

64.37.
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PEP.CENTAGE OF LOW-ATTENDERS WHO WERE ASSENT AT LEAST TWO

MIR DAYS DURING TEE FIRST FIVE PERIODS IN 76-77
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35. Which of the activities proposed In the CASFA, Counseling and

Guidance Component, Item three, Part'Bwere conducted during

the year?

ANSWER: The percentag4 of Title I students who were to receive
counseling se vices was exceeded. Indications are that

_the counselor. did perform their proposed duties a.6
4--

described in' he CASFA.

.SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Counselors' Records /

The counselors' nine-week reports through March 18, 1977, showed

that 85% of the identified students in their 15 schools receiving

Title I instruction had been counseled. The projected level was

75 %; thus, this activity was implemented'as planned.

Counselors were to have spent 60% of their time in group.And
individual counseling activities. The other 40% was to have been

spent in observation, working with other staff and teachers, providing

training, etc. Although no direct measure of the proportion of time

spent in each area was paractical, the number of times the

counselors reported participaeing in each area were compared. This

comparison is not intended to be scientific nor conclusive and may

tend t'o overestimate counseling time since group counseling sessions

counted as one activity for each student involved. ,The comparison

showed that 61% of the counselors' reported activities were group and

individual counseling. The other-39% were in the second area. These

percentages veryclosely reflect the proposed levels.

Guidance and Counseling Supervisor's Interview

According to interview remarks made by the Guidance and Counseling

Supervisor in May, 1977, the following monitoring and staff development

activities were conducted.

Campuses were visited no less than twice per month by the Guidance

and Counseling Supervisor. Additional visits'were made upon

request, and Title II records.were monitored at the end of each

semester. If any discrepancies were found, a follow-up monitoring

sesbion was made.
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36. Did the attendance rates of students improve as a result of parental

involvement services?

`ANSWER: Probably not. The attendance rates of students not served

improved more.
N

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Community Representative's Records

Each nine-week period, Title I community representatives maintained

records on each'student who was served. These records were used

to identify two categories of students.

1. Students whose homes were visited,

2. Students whose homes were visited and/or were phoned.

As a comparison group to these, those Title I students who were
neither counseled nor received any services from a community
representative were identified.

Listing of Low-Attenders

In the fall of 1976,' the Title I evaluation staff provided community

representatives with a computer listing of all students in Title I

schools who had missed 12 or more days'during the 75-76 school year.
These were to be the target children for parental involvement for

improved attendance.

Attendance Registers

In the spring of 1977, the Title I evaluation staff surveyed 76-77

attendance registers in the schools to determine.the attendance of

the identified low-attenders during the first five six-week periods.

The number of days absent during these five periods in 76-77 T..are,

compared to the number of days absent-for the same periods in 75-76

to determine the percentage of low-attenders who. had improved. Only

students with 15 or more absences in 75-76 who had been enrolled all

five six-week periods in 76-77 were included iti4he analysis.

Figure IV-18 shows the percentage of students in each of the three

categories, described earlier who were found to have at least two

fewer absences in-76 -77 than they had in 75-76. The improvement

of 52% whose home had been virAted and of 56% of whose home had been

visited and/or phoned was short of the 60% objective level.

In additi,.,n, 64% of those studentS not served by the community represen-

tative or the counselor .improved.
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Figure IV-18: ABSENCES OF LOW-ATTENDERS
WHO RECEIVED SERVICES FROM
A COMMUNIY REPRESENTATIVE.

SERVICES RECEIVED

Students whose homes
were visited by a comr
emit, representative.
(11-293)

Students whose homes
were visited and/or
parents were phoned
by a community repre-
sentative. (N -403)

Students not coun-
seled, no parent
contact. .1N426)

I

51.9%
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64.3%
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37. Did the achievement levels of students improve a4.a result of parental
involvement services?

ANSWER: There are no indications that providing parental services con-
tributed to student achievement.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Nine-Week Reports

The community representatives' nine-week reports were used to identify
those students who had actually received parental involvement services.

California Achievement Test

The CAT, Reading Total, sco ssfor students in grades two thtough five

were used to determine if parental services had had an effect on achieve-
lent. Using a model which.Fpredicted April, 1977, CAT scores.from April, 1976,
scores, grade level, and pdwental. services delivered, the students who
were not served by the community representative had higher predicted post-
test scores.

This could very well be the result of the selection process for determining
which students are served; however, it would still imply that parental
involvement services did not offset the lower achievement pattern of
the students served.
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IL
38. Did the awareness of Title I parents increase as a result of parental

involvement,serviceg

ANSWER: Parents' .knowledge about the Title I Program and about the
things happening in their children's schools did increase.
Many other factors may have contributed to this in addition
to Title I parental involvement services.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Parent Questionnaire

In the fall of 1976, and again in the spring of 1977, a random sample of
parents of students in Title I schools was mailed a questionnaire.
The two samples were made up of different parents.

X-4

Four of the items on the questionnaire were for the purpose of answering
this evaluation question. The responses of the parents who returned
the questionnaire are presented in Figures ii19 through IV-22.

Parents reported in the spring significantly higher levels than in the
fall of knowledge about the Title I Program and about the things that
happen in their children's school. These increases may indicate that
the Title I parental-Invovlement activities were successful; however,

\ many other factOrs must also be considered. There may be a normal
increase in parental awareness from the beginning of`the school year
to the end as a result of regular school communications and children's
reporting to their parents. In addition, Title I schools have oeber
projects working in them which target parents for services. The Title VII
Bilingual Project, for example, has community representatives on nine
of the 20 Title I campuses, and Teacher Corps has a strong emphasis
on parental Involvement on one campus.

In two areas, no change was found from'fall tO\spring. The Title I
Parent Advisory Committee was still a relative 'nknown for the parents:-)
The percentage of parents who read notices and letters sent home re-
mained the same; however, this level was initially very high in the fall.
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pre IV -19: PARENTO TICIINIEDGE OF AND SUPPORT

OF SCHOOL ACTIVITIES, ITEM 1.
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Figure IV -20:' PARENTAL KNOWLEDGE OF AND SUPPORT

OF SCHOOL ACTIVITIES, ITEM 2.
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Figure IV -21: PARENTAL KNOWLEDGE OF AND SUPPORT

OF SCHOOL ACTItTIES, ITE14,3.

Figure IV -22: PARENTAL KNOWLEDGE OF AND SUPPORT

OF SCHOOL ACNVITIES, ITEM 4.
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39. Which of. the activities proposed in the CASFA, Parental Involvement
Component, Item 3, Part B, were 00nducted during the year?

ANSWER: Community representativeS,did reprt serving 73% of the
identified Title I student's in their schools; however,
proposed record keeping anAParent Advisory Committee
(OAC) activities were short of proposed levels.

SUPPORTIVE DATA: r

Community Representatives' Records
Lio,

By March 1801977, the community representatives had reported serving
thelParent4 f 73% of the Title I students in their 14 schools.

The 'ommuni
with+title

sf
records

'representatives were to have consulted "regularly"
I staff,' teachers, and other school personnel. The detailed

the third nine-week period indicate that an average of

fewer han thee-students a week were the topic of consultation.

The C mmunit representatives were to have kept accurate records,
for each -idea 1ifted Title I student. At the latter part of the second
nine-TAek pe od, the evaluation staff monitored these records. Only one

of the 13 co unity representatives had these records foi'all or
almost all tle I students. Four others had most of the cards pre-

, pared, threhaeli some, four had only a few, and one had none. At this
time, the evaluation staff began generating printed nine-week report
forms for the community representatives. Thereafter 12 community
representatives maintained and turned in completed forms each reporting
periA One mmunity representative neither maintained 'nor submitted
any records'o reports.

By the end he third nine-week period, 44 of the Title r students
had-had a Afte visit from the community repr sentative, and 57% had
had'a parent participate in a school activity according to the community

rPreseutatives'
records.

The # pity representatives were to have organized their local PAC and
held'monthly meetings. Twelve of the 13 schools had records of local
PAC organization and meetings. These meetings ranged from one to eight
for each-school. The average number of meetings held was five,

Attendance of community representatives at the District PAC meetings
was inconsistent. Sign-in sheets, show that a few never attended.

Parental Involvement specialist's Interview

All Title I supervisory staff meml:Ls were interviewed in May, 1977.

According to the Parental Involvement Specialist, the following
monitoring and staff development activities were conducted..
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The Parental,Involvement'Specialist visited each of the fourteen
schools assigned to her once per month. The records of the com-
munity representatives were also monitored during that visit. Ad-
ditional visits were made upon request.

C)

During the 76-77 school year, four major staff development sessions
were held for the District PAC. One of these was a seminar at
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL), which all of
the community representatives attended along with 15 seleOted
parents. There were four seminar sessions, each of which` ran
once's week for two hours. The last session i.ncluded an evaluation
by SEDL.

Another workshop included group discussion and field testing of
parent modules/kits from SEDL. There were six kits, with each
containing four lessons. Some of the items contained in these
kits were arts and craft supplies and materials.

A special February session of the District PAC also delivered
training to PAC members in the form of a workshop put 'on by Title I
personnel.



40. Did the achie ent levels of Title I students improve as a
result of reading instruction?

ANSWER: Not on the average.',The majority of Title I students
receiving Title I instructional services gained less
than the equivalent of one year's average achievement.
Most students fell farther behind the national norms than
they had been the previous year.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

California Achievement Test

The CaliforniaAchievementTest, Reading Subtest, was administered
in April, 1976, and again in'April, 1977. Students in grades two
through five who were reported as instructed on the Title I
instructional personnels' nine-week reports were used in an
:=analysis of reading achievement gains.

Since the objectives for achievement in the Title I.Program are
written in terms of grade equivalents, hat is what is reported
here.

Figures IV-23 through IV-26 present the percentage of students who
made gains of designated grade equivalents on Reading Total in
grades two through five respectively. To keep pace with the
national norms, a students would need a gain of 1.0 grade
equivalent. A lesser gain would indicate that the student fell
behind his previous level relative to other students; a greater
gain would indicate that the student improved his previous level.

Only 34%, 38%, 23%, and 42% of th0"ritle I.ptudents actually
receiving instructional services gained at least 1.0 grade
equivalent in grades two through five respectively.

On the positive side, some Title I students demonstrated
impressive gains. From 11% to 22% at each grade gained 1.5 grade
equivalents (equal to one and one-half year's achievement).
From 3% to 11% of each grade gained 2.0 or more grade equivelents.

114

1 r-v
-a. z_7



a

Figure IV-23: READING GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR
TITLE I STUDENTS.
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Figure IV-24: READING GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR
TITLE I STUDENTS.
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Figure IV-25: READING GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR
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Figure IV-26: READING GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR
TITLE I STUDENTS.
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.1

.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

10

GRADE: 5

TEST: California Achievement Test

SUBTEST: Reading Total

20 30

Percentage

40 50 60 70 80 90 100

217.

11111111111111111111111719111III 11111111111.11111111111111)

36% 64%

I II IIIIIII IIIIII IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

427.

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

227.

IIIIIIII

587.

787.

89%

0 10 20 30 40 50( 60 70 80 90 100

Percentage

118

3

t

11111111111111111

Students With
Grade Equivalent
Gains Equal To
Or Greatir than...

. 1

. 5

1.0

1.5

2.0.



41. Which oche activities proposed in the-CASFA Instructional Component,
Item- t_ree, Part B, were conducted during the year?

ANSWER: The instructional activities were implemented aS planned
except that not all identified Title I students received
instruction.

tSUPPORTIVE DATA:

School Visitations and Program Descriptions

Through school visitations, discussions with school personnel, and
Title I records, the individual school descriptions found in
Chapter III were developed. These reflect closely the proposed
activities in the CASFA.

Nine-Week Reports

By March 18, 1977, only 87% of the identified I students had
received instructional services. This is based on the 6,230 stu-
dents identified. The proposed number of students to be identified
was 6,258.

. Supervisors' Interviews

The two instructional supervisors for Title I were interviewed in
May, 1977.

According to the instructional supervisors, the following monitoring
and staff development activities were conducted.

Approximately five regularly scheduled visits were made to each
school by ,one of the supervisors or both. Records were monitored
at least once a month by either,of the supervisors.

Nine staff development or inservice sessions were held for Title I
instructional staff.

The amount of direct instructional time provide to individual Title I
students by Title I personnel varied from none to seVeral hours per week.

Classroom observations showed that:

On the average, a Title I student received about seven m tes a
day of instruction from Title I personnel.

Title I students did not receive extra time, in instruction. They
received almost exactly the same,amount of time in reading/language
arts instruction as did non-Title I students (in both Title I and
non-Title I schools).

Title I Students worked in slightly larger groups than did non-
Title I students in the same schools.



Title I students spent less time working alone than did non-Title I
students (in Title I and non-Title I schools).

Title I students received slightly more instructional attention from
the classroom teacher than did non-Title I students in the same schools
(an average of six minutes more daily). However, they received less
attention from the classroom teacher than non-Title I students in non-
Title I schools received (16 minutes less on the average).

Title I students spent no more time going from class to class (or reading
lab) than did non-Title I students. "Hall time" for all, groups averaged

to around 15 minutes per day.

rt
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V

'GLOSSARY

1. A.I.S.D. - Austin Independent School District.

2. area directors - five persons in AISD who are responsible for elementary
instructional supervision directly and through the
instructional coordinators assigned to their geographital
area.

3. Boehm. Test of Basic Concepts - a standardized achievement test given
to AISD kindergarteners to measure
their learning of preschool concepts.

4. California Achievement Test (CAT) - a standardized achievement test
battery with norms.

5. CASFA - Consolidated Application for State and Federal Assistance,
submitted to TEA to apply for 1976-47-funds for Title I,

. SCE, and Migrant projects.
C

6. decision questions - a set of questions which must.be answered by
program or District decision-makers at some
point in the future, for which the'Office of
Research and Evaluation provides data-based
information through evaluation activities.

7. District PAC - District Parent Advisory Committee, made up of represen-
tatives from each of the local campus parent advisory
committees (local PACs) who provide input into planning.
of Title I proposals and perform other advisory functions.

8. ESEA 7- Elementary. and Secondary EducatiOn Act. A Federal law passed by
Congress in 1965. It has several title (subsections of this
act) which allocate funds for various purposes. .

9. ESEA Title I - Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 which provides federal funds to educationally deprived
children.

10. ESEA.Title

11. ESEA Title

12. evaluation

13. evaluation

I Migrant - Sub-program of ESEA Title I which identifies
and provides special services to migrant children.

VII - Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Edcuation Act
of 1965 which provides federal funds for the implementation
of demonstration bilingual programs.

design - the strategy developed for evaluating the effectiveness
of a program.

questions - a set of questions developed during the planning
stage of evaluation to be used to provide information
relevant to decision questions.
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14. Fountain Valley - a diagnostic, objectives-oriented system.for evaluating
student progress in math by testing skills areas.

15. instructional coordinator - a person in AISD who is responsible for
the maintenance and improvement of the
instructional program.

16. instrument - any formal data-gathering device; includes tests, question-
naires, and interview forms.

17. Ladder of Skills - a conceptual learning scale which consists of skill

* objectives at each learning level which serve as
the guide for placing each student on an appropriate
learning level, and as the basis for reporting student
reading progress.

18. language arts center - an area in Title I schools where Title I instructional
materials are located and where Title I instructional
personnel serve identified students. It is usually
very similar to a reading lab and functions as such.

19. level of significance a stSistical term used to express the degree
of confidence that differences found among scores
are true differences and not chance differences.

20. Local/State Bilingual Program a program providing services to students
with limited English-speaking ability
in grades K-5.

('

21. Local PAC - a parent advisory committee established on each Title I
campus for the purpose of encouraging parental involvement
in school activities and eliciting parental input into the
planning of Title I activities.

22. MRT - Metropolitan Readiness Teak - A reading readiness test given to
all first graders in Austin.

23. Migrant Project - the 1976-77 ESEA Title I Migrant Project in AISD.

24. ORE - Office of Research and Evaluation.

25. .05 level of significance - only 5 times out of 100 would the reported
outcome have-resulted solely by chance.

26. SCE - State Compensatory Education; a project funded by the state of
Texas to provide assistance to educationally disadvantaged stud

27. significant - a term used for statistical confidence in a reported out-
come at a given level (usually4.05).

28. TEA Texas Education Agency; the state agency responsible for providing
leadership to Texas public schools in curriculum, training, and
administration matters.

122

o



29. Title I community representative a person placed on Title I campuses
through Title I funds to serve as
a liaison between the school and home.

30. Title I counselor a counselor placed on most Title I campuses through
Title I funding who provides guidance and counseling
services to Title I students in the instructional program.

31. Title I instructional aide a person hired through Title I funds and
placed on Title I campuses for the purpose
of assisting in the instruction of students
served by the Title I instructional program.
Title I aides function in the classrooms as
well as the Title I reading labs and language
arts centers.

32. Title I learning coordinator - a person on each Title I campus who
functions in the instructional component
as reading teacher and planner/coordinator
of the delivery of Title I instructional
services on the campus.

Title I Parent Involvement Specialist the supervisor of all parental
involvement activities through
the Title I Program._

34. Title I reading teacher - a person funded through Title I who delivers
supplemental reading instruction to Title I
students, usually in a Title I reading lab or
language arts center. at

35. Title I Staff as used in this report, the administrative and supe isOry

staff for the Title I Program, (includes Title I Admi istrator,
Guidance and Counseling Supervisor, Reading Supervis rs,
and the Parent Involvement Specialist).
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